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ABSTRACT

Corporate

transgressions

continue

to

significantly impact

the

individual,

organisational and societal outcomes in a variety of ways. The Enron scandal, the
Union Carbide disaster, the 2007-2008 global financial crisis, the Volkswagen and
other major corporate scandals across industries have had significant adverse impact
on both internal and external stakeholders as well as the environment. However despite
current measures to halt the rise in such corporate indiscretions and irresponsible
executive action through legal and other procedural mechanisms, the number of
corporate scandals being reported across the globe continues to grow. There have been
growing calls for businesses to lead responsibly in order for leaders to regain society’s
trust and the license to operate. However, scholarly contributions on responsible
leadership are currently mainly theoretical with few empirical studies that focus on the
factors that influence responsible leadership especially from a non-Western context.

The purpose of this study was to extend the mostly prescriptive responsible leadership
research to examine the factors that influence responsible leadership and how context
impacts the dimensions of responsible leadership. By studying responsible leadership
from a Singaporean context, this study aimed to develop a Context Specific
Responsible Leadership Model (CSRLM). A mixed methodology approach
comprising three phases was applied to developing the scale to measure responsible
leadership. In Phase One, in-depth interviews with twenty influential business leaders
(CEOs, Presidents, Vice Presidents and Directors) in Singapore were developed into
case studies. The interview data were analysed using Grounded Theory. In Phase Two,
ii

a Delphi study comprising six experts from the field was conducted over two iterations.
The questionnaire for the first iteration was developed from the findings of the case
studies. The experts’ responses in the first iteration were analysed and collated to
develop the questionnaire for the second iteration of the Delphi study. In Phase Three,
the results of the case studies and Delphi study were compared, contrasted and
synthesised with current literature to develop the Context Specific Responsible
Leadership Model (CSRLM). CSRLM was created by customising existing valuescentred leadership scales that have been validated in prior research. To capture a more
complete understanding of the responsible leadership behaviour in Singapore, the scale
was administered to second-tier leaders such as Managers, Heads of Department and
Executives operating in Singapore. Partial Least Squares Structural Equation
Modelling (PLS-SEM) was used to analyse the data.

The findings of the study indicate that from a Singaporean perspective, responsible
leadership is a multi-dimensional and hierarchical concept and that the primary
dimensions of responsible leadership are people-orientation, ethical traits, ethical
accountability and context. The evidence also suggests that apart from being a primary
dimension of responsible leadership, context significantly influences the other three
dimensions of responsible leadership thus supporting the extant responsible leadership
literature. The findings also illustrate that from a Singaporean perspective, responsible
leadership and effective leadership are perceived as being interconnected and
complementary, and that leaders appear to apply relational intelligence when faced
with complex decision-making.
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1.1

INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

Over the years, corporate transgressions have overwhelmed the business world
globally. These wrongdoings have resulted in severe consequences for both internal
and external stakeholders as well as the environment. For example, the Enron scandal
not only resulted in individuals and institutional investors losing millions of dollars
but also saw the employees of the organisation lose their retirement portfolios (Petrick
& Scherer, 2003). In another incident across the globe, the aftermath of the Union
Carbide disaster in Bhopal, India still plagues its people and the environment that they
live in today as drinking water in the area remains contaminated with chemicals that
have seeped into the ground water (Malik, 2014; Sarangi, 2002). The 2007-2008 global
financial crisis shook the world as economies crumbled, financial institutions
collapsed and stock markets suffered severe downturns worldwide; all due to the
irresponsible actions of financial executives in the United States of America (USA)
(Adebambo, Brockman & Yan, 2015).

These are just some examples of crises created by irresponsible leadership and yet, it
appears that measures to prevent recurring corporate indiscretions and irresponsible
leadership behaviour within the business world such as the introduction of the
Sarbanes-Oxley Act in 2002 (Sarbanes-Oxley-101, 2015) have not been successful as
cases of corporate transgressions and fraudulent behaviour continue to surface. As
recently as in September 2015, car manufacturer Volkswagen was found to have
cheated emission tests in the USA and has admitted that the extent of the problem
1

could involve over 11 million cars worldwide (Hotten, 2015). In 2012, a survey
conducted in the United Kingdom (UK) and USA by law firm Labaton Sucharow
revealed that misconduct in the financial sector is still prevalent. The results showed
that 26% of the sample of 500 professionals from Wall Street, Main Street and Fleet
Street indicated that they had observed or had first-hand knowledge of wrongdoing in
their workplace, 24% believed that the rules may need to be broken and 30% felt
pressure to compromise their ethical standards or violate the law in order to earn their
bonuses and succeed in the industry (Labaton Sucharow, 2012, pp. 1-5). The survey
results illustrate that despite the devastating consequences that the world has suffered
due to the 2007-2008 financial crisis, executives in the financial industry have not
learnt from their mistakes and are still willing to commit fraudulent acts in order to
succeed. “To control fraud by focusing on only one dimension, such as more effective
deterrent punishments, is like trying to put out a skyscraper fire with a garden hose.”
(Petrick & Scherer, 2003, p.37). Therefore, apart from regulations, what is needed is
the restoration of “an ethos of social responsibility” (Pless & Maak, 2011, p.4) and to
achieve this there needs to be a deeper understanding of what influences responsible
leadership and the factors that can impact a leader’s propensity to behave responsibly.

As stakeholders continue to lose their confidence and trust in business leaders and their
organisations (Maak, 2007), leaders are challenged to govern their organisations more
effectively optimising performance whilst still acting responsibly and maintaining
sustainability and legitimacy for their organisation (Maritz, Pretorius & Plant, 2011;
Voegtlin, 2011). Stakeholders expect organisations to practice responsible leadership
both within and beyond the organisation thus pursuing the triple bottom line of social,
environmental and economical sustainability (Pless & Maak, 2011). However, the
2

tension between being able to maximise profits for shareholders while at the same time
be ethical in one’s decision-making may be too much for some leaders to manage. This
problem is not just isolated to businesses operating in the West – it is a global problem.
As a result of globalisation, leadership in the twenty-first century is complicated as
leaders are tasked to navigate across national borders that are no longer geographically
defined. This borderless world has spawned several different levels of economic,
social and political challenges that call for business leaders to lead responsibly across
different governance, legal and moral structures spanning diverse cultural and national
boundaries. This is especially so when organisations from developed nations extend
their operations into emerging markets. In certain Asian regions for example, business
operations are conducted with weakly influenced environmental drivers and
constrained levels of corporate responsibility practices in both the supply and demand
aspects of operations (Jamali, 2007). Furthermore, there are limited resources to
monitor and enforce rules and regulations making it easy for businesses to get away
with ethical violations (Lee & Oh, 2007; Whelan, 2007). The contemporary business
leader is therefore challenged to reorient towards leading responsibly across varying
and novel institutional and cultural contexts (Witt & Stahl, 2015; Voegtlin, Patzer &
Scherer, 2012). Hence being a responsible leader in the current business environment
requires sensitivity towards the cultures, social values and practices of stakeholders
locally and globally, within and beyond the organisation (Maak & Pless, 2006a). In
order to achieve this, it is important to understand the contextual factors that could
have an impact on the values and traits of a responsible leader.

As the number of corporate scandals being reported across the globe continues to grow,
there are growing calls for businesses to be led responsibly (Voegtlin, 2011; Waldman
3

& Galvin, 2008). As mentioned above, reported cases of high-ranking leaders accused
of poor corporate governance, embezzlement and corruption have been reported in the
West. However in recent years, such cases have also surfaced in Singapore, a city
reputed for its transparency and integrity (Lim, 2014; Sim, 2012; Tham, 2013). Due to
Singapore’s comprehensive governance structure and enforcement (Robertson 2009),
these irresponsible actions have surprised some observers as it demonstrates that even
in a nation with strong ethos, ethical violations can occur.

It is often assumed in cases of ethical misconduct that leaders, who are thought to have
high moral standards, are incapable of managing the power and privileges that
accompany their success (Ciulla, 2003; Velsor & Ascalon 2008) as well as the tensions
of being both effective and ethical as illustrated above. The fact however is that blame
should not only lie with the individual leaders but also with the complexities of the
system within which they operate (Lynham & Chermack, 2006). This reiterates the
point that regardless of location, leaders are exposed to the tension of balancing profitmaking with ethical behaviour.

Leaders of today must re-establish the public’s trust in order “to regain their license to
operate from society” (Maak & Pless, 2006a, p.100). It is therefore important to extend
the understanding of responsible leadership and the dimensions that influence it in
order to ensure the sustainability of businesses, society and the environment. If future
leaders have the necessary knowledge, they will be more equipped to manage the
ethical dilemmas of balancing the tension between being effective and being
responsible.

4

1.2

MOTIVATION FOR STUDY

The researcher’s motivation to study responsible leadership stems from the influence
of her late grandmother, Madam Mary Yap, who was a philanthropist living in
Singapore. Despite being a staunched Buddhist, Madam Yap allowed her children and
grandchildren to choose to follow the religion that they resonated with. She believed
that regardless of the religion, moral teachings were universal; “Be kind to others and
do not harm any of God’s creatures big or small” and “Do not do unto others what you
would not want others to do unto you” were indoctrinated into her grandchildren.
Whilst the researcher was pursuing her Bachelor’s degree at the University of
Wollongong, she was introduced to the moral philosophers in particular, Aristotle and
Immanuel Kant during the course of her education. She immediately saw the
connection between the teachings of these great philosophers and that of her late
grandmother and felt a strong desire to pursue this avenue of study. Moreover, having
been raised by a virtuous grandmother made the researcher unhappy to observe the
deterioration in the level of morality in her country, Singapore, and this further
motivated her towards her goal of becoming an academic in the hope that she will be
able to give back to society by positively influencing the future generations to be
responsible leaders.

1.3

CONTEXT OF STUDY

The research takes place in Singapore, a high-aspiring and economically successful
nation that is ranked one of the wealthiest countries in the world (Greenfield, 2012).
Singapore is regarded internationally as a well-governed and transparent nation (Quah,
2013) sitting in the top ten of Transparency International’s list of least corrupted
5

countries (Transparency International, 2015). Singapore is not a typical Southeast
Asian city. With a population of 5.54 million people that comprises 39% foreigners
working, studying or living in Singapore (Department of Statistics Singapore, 2015),
it is truly a global nation. Furthermore, its citizens themselves are multicultural made
up of four main ethnic groups – Chinese, Malay, Indian and Eurasian (Department of
Statistics Singapore, 2015). However despite this melting pot of cultures, people coexist harmoniously in a collectivist society. In addition, even though Singapore is a
cosmopolitan nation in its practices having adopted aspects of Western culture such as
capitalism and materialism (Ang, 2010), Eastern traditions remain strong (Li, Ngin &
Teo, 2008). For example, the influence of Confucian philosophy has impacted the
moral values of the majority of Singaporeans and the development of relationships,
which are believed to be the building blocks of civil society in Confucian philosophy,
is conscientiously practised (Chua, 1995; Li et al., 2008). This East-West dichotomy
however sometimes causes a tension for the leader as adopting both capitalism and
collectivism can at times become conflicting (Selvarajah, Meyer, Nathan & Donovan,
2013).

Although Singapore is governed based on a rules-based system, the Singapore
Corporate Governance Committee has been mindful of achieving the optimum balance
between accountability and enterprise. In developing the code of conduct, it adopted
an approach that specified best practices in corporate governance combined with the
concession for “companies to depart from these practices subject to appropriate
disclosure” (Conyon, 2006, p.191). This approach to corporate governance offers
leaders legal guidance whilst allowing business leaders to exercise their own moral
judgement when it comes to decision-making.
6

There are several reasons why Singapore was chosen for this study. First, responsible
leadership has not been explored in Singapore. Second, using Singapore as the country
for this study offers an insight and understanding into how contextual factors can
influence responsible leadership from a non-Western perspective. Third, in contrast to
other Asian cities, Singapore is the choice of location for this research as it is a
cosmopolitan city with a combination of both Eastern and Western cultures. As such,
the data collected could possibly be applied to both Western and non-Western settings.
It also provides an understanding as to how leaders cope with managing their
organisations and its stakeholders in a multicultural environment. Finally, Singapore
is a small island, well governed by a rules-based system and the context, compared to
most other nations, is relatively homogenous. This type of homogenous society makes
it an attractive research setting to explore the factors influencing responsible leadership
and to evaluate the role of context.

1.4

PURPOSE OF STUDY

Unlike other leadership theories, research on responsible leadership is still in its
infancy and although it has advanced, gaps exist in the current literature on the topic
(Boreckà, 2014; Pless & Maak, 2011; Waldman and Balven, 2014). Scholarly
contributions on responsible leadership are currently mainly theoretical with few
empirical studies that focus on the factors that influence responsible leadership.
Furthermore, the paucity of empirical findings, especially from a non-Western context,
has resulted in a general lack of understanding of the concept. As illustrated above, the
complexities of the responsible leadership phenomenon spans across economies and
complicated contextual situations which require concepts that are empirically tested
7

from both Western and non-Western contexts (Miska, Hilbe & Mayer, 2014; Waldman
& Balven, 2014).

Whilst the traits of the individual leader as well as the leader’s influence on
organisational culture and corporate social responsibility (CSR) have been empirically
tested in leadership theories similar to responsible leadership such as ethical leadership
(Brown, Trevino & Harrison 2005; Kalshoven, Den Hartog & De Hoogh, 2011a; Yukl,
Mahsud, Hassan & Prussia, 2013), servant leadership (Liden, Wayne, Zhao &
Henderson, 2008; Mittal & Dorfman, 2012; Van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011) and
authentic leadership (Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing & Peterson, 2008), only
a handful of studies have empirically examined the concept of responsible leadership.
To the best of the author’s knowledge, apart from Voegtlin’s (2011) scale to measure
discursive responsible leadership, no published attempt has been made to examine and
model the factors that influence responsible leadership. Furthermore, only a limited
number of empirical studies have been conducted to demonstrate the thesis that context
influences both responsible leadership as well as the dimensions of responsible
leadership (Witt & Stahl, 2015).

The purpose of this study is to develop a context specific responsible leadership model
(CSRLM) and to test it empirically in Singapore to confirm the hypothesized
relationships. By studying responsible leadership from the perspective of a nonWestern context, this study aims to extend the mostly prescriptive responsible
leadership research. Specifically, the study answers the following research questions:
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(1) What are the factors that influence responsible leadership?
(2) What are the dimensions of responsible leadership?
(3) How does context impact the dimensions of responsible leadership in Singapore?

1.5

METHODOLOGY

To achieve the objectives of the thesis, a mixed methodology approach using an
adaptation of Creswell’s (2014) exploratory sequential mixed methods design was
employed. In a traditional exploratory sequential mixed method design, a qualitative
phase is first used to explore the views of a sample of participants and the information
from these findings are then used in the development of the concept model and
hypotheses which is tested in the quantitative phase (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).
However, in this thesis, the sequence was modified to include a Delphi study before
the development of the concept model and hypotheses. This additional phase was
designed to maximise rigour of the findings of the study since research on responsible
leadership in Singapore is still in its infancy and therefore a deeper understanding of
the phenomenon is necessary.

1.6

SIGNIFICANCE OF STUDY

This study reports on several unique contributions to theory, methods and the practice
of responsible leadership.
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1.6.1

Contributions to Theory

There are several important theoretical contributions into the multi-level theory of
responsible leadership and the dimensions that influence responsible leadership from
a non-Western perspective offered in this study. First, unlike the typical studies on
responsible leadership which are based mostly on a Western context, this study
provides the first empirical evidence of the factors that influence responsible
leadership from a non-Western perspective of Singapore.

Second, the extant literature on responsible leadership is limited to the traits of an
individual leader with only a few studies paying attention to responsible leadership as
a multi-dimensional construct (Pless & Maak, 2011; Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014;
Witt & Stahl, 2015). This study presents early empirical evidence of both Pless and
Maak’s (2011) and Stahl & Sully de Luque’s (2014) views that responsible leadership
is a multi-dimensional construct using a model developed for this purpose.

Third, this study illustrates how context impacts the other dimensions of responsible
leadership (Witt and Stahl, 2015). The findings offer empirical evidence that from a
Singaporean perspective, context has a dual role first as a primary dimension of
responsible leadership and second as a moderator of responsible leadership. Fourth,
the Delphi stage of the study included a group of academic experts from the field of
responsible and ethical leadership. It is not often possible to be able to bring together
a group of experts from a discipline to participate in a single study especially when
they do not reside in the same country. The opportunity to interact with these experts
and to obtain their views on the topic of responsible leadership was invaluable to
maximise the rigour of the study. The Delphi study findings allowed the researcher to
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formulate a clearer understanding of the findings from Phase One especially since the
Delphi questions were designed not only to tap on the experts’ knowledge and views
on responsible leadership but to also have them evaluate their consolidated views using
a scoring system in Round Two. The results provided a strong foundation for the
development of the hypotheses and research model in Phase Three of the research. The
consolidation and comparison of these views are also likely to extend the current
theoretical understanding of the topic. Fifth, findings indicate that the perception
amongst the twenty interviewed influential Singaporean leaders is that there is no
division between effectiveness and ethics (Ciulla, 2003; Irwin, 1999) thus offering
empirical evidence that could further develop Waldman and Galvin’s (2008) theory
that ‘to not be responsible is to not be effective’ (p. 327).

Finally, the findings suggest that Singaporean leaders practise relational intelligence
when faced with complicated decision-making processes thus supporting Pless and
Maak’s (2005) theory that responsible leaders require relational intelligence.

1.6.2

Contributions to Methodology

There are several unique methodological contributions that have arisen from this
study. First, it uses perhaps for the first time, a mixed methodology involving a
qualitative phase, Delphi study and a quantitative phase. Currently, there is no doctoral
thesis that combines these three methods to develop a scale to measure the dimensions
of responsible leadership from a Singaporean perspective. This approach of combining
three types of methods to examine responsible leadership is therefore novel and makes
a unique methodological contribution to the field. Second, this thesis presents its
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findings through hierarchical modelling to estimate the dimensions and subdimensions of the overall research model which is a methodological approach that is
an extension of theory in the field.

Third, the model developed in this study was validated for the first time as a higherorder model clearly providing new insights and clarifications to the methodological
gestalt of partial least squares (PLS) path modelling and theory validation using the
approach of repeated indicators (Wold 1982; Wetzels, Odekerken-Schroder, & Van
Oppen, 2009) thus contributing to the emerging complex modelling paradigm in
business research (Cudeck & Henly, 2003; Meehl, 1990). Finally, a scale to measure
the factors that influence responsible leadership was developed for this study which is
the first using a robust mixed methodology making it a significant contribution.

1.6.3

Contributions to Practice

This study offers several contributions to practice especially in the current global
business climate. First, leaders can benefit from the study findings by noting that the
ethical traits of the leader are the most important determinants of responsible
leadership and understanding that they must possess desirable virtues such as “respect,
care, honesty, accountability, humility and trust” in order to earn the license to operate
(Maak and Pless, 2006a p.104, 108). Second, the role of context in determining
responsible leadership can be used to address leadership challenges when operating
globally. In understanding the critical role of context, leaders will be able to make
informed decisions on how to proceed when faced with dilemmas of context in their
enactment of responsible leadership.
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Third, the findings of this study can help leaders who work across cultures by
increasing their understanding of the significance of the influence of culture on the
national values of a country and that what is universally considered moral in one
country may not be perceived the same in another (Dickson, Castano, Magomaeva, &
Den Hartog, 2012) thus enabling them to make ethical decisions that do not harm
others. Fourth, leaders should understand the importance of the role that responsible
leadership plays in the sustainability of an organisation (Eisenbieb & Brodbeck, 2014).
In understanding the factors that influence responsible leadership, leaders will be able
to moderate their behaviour towards one that is ethical, effective and has the endurance
to be sustainable (Lynham & Chermack, 2006). Finally, given the influence the
Singaporean business leaders participating in this study have at the policy-making,
industry and professional levels, the findings of this study are likely to help in the
current drive of Singapore to raise its citizen’s moral awareness and ethical
accountability (Goh, 2010; Lee, 2012).

1.7

THESIS STRUCTURE

The thesis is divided into seven chapters:
Chapter 1: Introduction
This chapter provides the background and an overview of the thesis. It also explains
the author’s motivation and the context of the study. It then discusses the purpose of
the study as well as the research questions, the methodology employed and finally the
significance of the thesis.
13

Chapter 2: Literature Review
This chapter reviews current literature on responsible leadership. It discusses the
definition of responsible leadership and examines other value-based leadership
theories and compares them to responsible leadership. The chapter provides a review
of current responsible leadership theories and highlights the gaps in existing literature.
It also discusses the process of ethical decision-making, the theory of relational
intelligence as well as the conflict between effective and ethical leadership.
Chapter 3: Methodology
This chapter explains the three-phase mixed methodology adopted for this thesis and
reviews the theoretical paradigms and perspectives of the study. It then discusses each
phase of the research in detail. First, the chapter examines the purpose of Phase One
of the research and the methods adopted in this phase which are face-to-face interviews
leading to the development of case studies. It then provides a brief literature review on
case studies and grounded theory. It also describes the sample, the method of data
collection and data analysis. Second, the chapter examines the purpose of Phase Two
of the research which is a Delphi study. It provides a brief literature review on classical
and ethical Delphi. It describes the expert panel’s profiles followed by the data
collection methods for the two iterations of the study. It then explains the data analysis
process. Third, the chapter examines the purpose of Phase Three of the research and
the methods employed in this phase. It discusses the development of the hypotheses
and the research model and describes the scale development and testing process and
the data analysis method using partial least squares structural equation modelling
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(PLS-SEM). This chapter also discusses the ethical standards that were adopted during
the research process.
Chapter 4: Findings: Case Studies and Delphi Study
This chapter reports on the findings of the first two phases of the research which are
the case studies and the Delphi study. First, it examines the findings from the face-toface interviews and the themes that arise from the analysis of the case studies. It also
highlights the links between responsible leadership and effective leadership. The
chapter then examines the findings and analysis of round one and two of the Delphi
study. It discusses the themes that arise from the two rounds and the ratings of the
factors that influence responsible leadership as perceived by the experts. Finally, it
provides a comparison of the results of both the case studies and Delphi study.
Chapter 5: Findings: Conceptual Model and Hypotheses Development and Testing
This chapter reports on the third phase of the research. It discusses the dimensions and
sub-dimensions of responsible leadership and the influence of context leading to the
development of the hypotheses and research model. The chapter then discusses the
scale development and the testing of the scale. It then evaluates the measurement
model and the structural model.
Chapter 6: Discussion
This chapter discusses the findings of the research in detail. It examines the dimensions
and sub-dimensions of responsible leadership and links each dimension to the context
of the study as well as synergises them with extant literature. The chapter also
discusses the impact of context on the dimensions of responsible leadership and
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examines the links between effective and responsible leadership in relation to the
context of the study.
Chapter 7: Implications and Conclusion
This chapter highlights the contributions of the thesis to theory, methodology and
practice. It also examines limitations and provides recommendations for practice and
future research. It then summarises and concludes the thesis.

1.8

TERMINOLOGY

Responsible leadership is described as “the art of building and sustaining social and
moral relationships between business leaders and different stakeholders (followers),
based on a sense of justice, a sense of recognition, a sense of care and a sense of
accountability for a wide range of economic, ecological, social political and human
responsibilities” (Pless 2007, p. 451). In extant literature, leaders who practise
responsible leadership are referred to as ‘responsible leaders’ (Doh & Quigley, 2014;
Lynham & Chermack, 2006; Maak & Pless, 2006; Pless, 2007; Pless & Maak, 2011;
Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014; Tong & Trompenaars, 2006; Voegtlin et al., 2012;
Waldman & Balven, 2014). In the context of this study, the use of ‘leader’ refers to a
leader of an organisation who occupies a leadership role and that has influence over
the followers he/she leads. The use of ‘responsible leaders’ refers to leaders who
practise leadership with a focus on responsibility in organisations and who occupy a
leadership role that has influence over the followers he/she leads. Second-tier leaders
in the context of this study refer to Managers, Heads of Department and Executives
who lead a team of followers.
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1.9

SUMMARY

In summary, this study provides empirical insights into the literature on responsible
leadership as a multi-dimensional construct using a mixed methodology approach
comprising qualitative, Delphi and quantitative phases. It answers the research
questions by developing and validating a context specific responsible leadership
model. The findings identified four dimensions that influence responsible leadership,
one of which is context. It also provides evidence that context plays a dual role, as a
primary dimension and as a moderator of the other three dimensions. The findings
offer a deeper understanding of the responsible leadership phenomenon from a nonwestern context and opens new avenues for future research into cross-cultural studies
on the factors that influence responsible leadership and the influence of context on
leaders’ orientation towards responsible leadership.
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2

2.1

LITERATURE REVIEW

INTRODUCTION

As highlighted in Chapter One, unlike other leadership theories, research on
responsible leadership is novel. Boreckà’s (2014) literature survey of 57 articles
analysing responsible leadership indicates that with the exception of one article
published in 1998 (Lynham, 1998), it was only in 2005 that academic articles relevant
to responsible leadership concepts began to be published. Although conceptual
contributions increased steadily over the subsequent years, empirical contributions
only became apparent from 2011 onwards illustrating that “the field of responsible
leadership has still not reached the point of matured theory” (Boreckà, 2014, p.60).
Boreckà’s (2014) literature survey also explored the levels at which responsible
leadership has been studied and deduced that several of published articles regard
responsible leadership as a multi-level construct which in some cases extend beyond
the individual and organisational levels to include societal and environmental levels
(Boreckà, 2014, Lynham & Chermack, 2006; Pless & Maak, 2011, Stahl & Sully de
Luque, 2014; Witt & Stahl, 2015). However, despite the growing number of academics
who perceive responsible leadership as a multi-level construct, no attempt has yet been
made to measure the multiple dimensions of responsible leadership (Waldman and
Balven, 2014).

To better understand the construct of responsible leadership and how it is applied, this
literature review begins with an analysis of the existing definitions of responsible
leadership and an exploration of three current values-centred leadership theories and
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their links to responsible leadership. This is followed by an examination of literature
on some of the more prominent responsible leadership theories and their relation to
current leadership situations. A review of the concept of responsible leadership as a
multi-level construct and the role of context and its influence on a leader’s propensity
towards responsible leadership follows. Literature on ethical decision-making,
relational intelligence and balancing the tension between effectiveness and ethics will
also be explored and finally, the gaps in current literature will be discussed.

2.2

DEFINITION OF RESPONSIBLE LEADERSHIP

With slightly more than ten years of academic research on the topic of responsible
leadership (Boreckà, 2014), no dominant single definition of responsible leadership
has been established. However, two views exist, the first view is that the ultimate
responsibility of the leader is to maximise profitability for the organisation resulting
in an increase in shareholder value. According to Siegel (2009), leaders of publically
owned companies have a responsibility only to their shareholders and should not be
forced by societal pressures to engage in corporate social activities unless these
activities complement the organisation’s core business strategies and hence offer
opportunities to maximise profit. This position is aligned with the sentiments of Nobel
laureate Milton Friedman (1970) who argued that the only social responsibility of a
firm is to make profits for its shareholders. In Maak, Pless and Voegtlin’s (2016)
research, leaders who adopt this type of fiduciary orientation, where cost-benefit logic
guides the leader’s decision-making and engagement with stakeholders is valueoriented, are termed as Instrumental Responsible Leaders. The second view, which is
contrasting and more popular, is that responsibility should extend to the wellbeing of
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stakeholders both within and beyond the organisation (Lynham & Chermack, 2006;
Maak & Pless, 2006a; Miska et al., 2014; Waldman & Galvin, 2008; Witt & Stahl,
2015). These scholars advocate that organisations should go beyond economic
interests towards developing stakeholder relationships. These relationships should
help make ethical decisions that mutually benefit any stakeholder who has either an
internal or external interest in the organisation with the intention to achieve sustainable
value creation and responsible change that benefits society at large (Lynham &
Chermack, 2006; Maak & Pless, 2006a; Porter & Kramer, 2011; Waldman, 2011;
Waldman & Galvin, 2008; Waldman & Siegel, 2008). Doh and Stumpf (2005, p.1213) state that the dimensions of responsible leadership consist of “values-based
leadership, ethical decision-making and quality stakeholder relationships”. Maak &
Pless (2006a & 2006b) define responsible leadership as being relational and ethical.
They emphasise the development of sustainable relationships with and amongst all
stakeholders with the intention of achieving positive social outcomes for society at
large. Leaders who adopt this relational style of leadership balancing economic
outcomes with societal outcomes are termed as Integrative Responsible Leaders
(Maak et al., 2016). The two contrasting views, one that advocates a more legalistic
approach towards responsible leadership (Friedman, 1970; Siegel, 2009) and the other
that supports a virtuous and relational approach towards responsible leadership
(Cameron, 2011; Doh & Stumpf, 2005; Freeman & Auster, 2011; Groves & LaRocca,
2011; Maak & Pless, 2006a; Miska et al., 2014; Voegtlin, 2011), suggests that
responsible leadership is “not the same concept in the minds of all” (Waldman &
Galvin 2008, p.328). The responsible leadership mindset ranges from low to high
quality of concern for stakeholder welfare (Pless and Maak, 2011). This literature
review shows that responsible leadership is “not a preconceived construct” (Pless and
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Maak, 2011, p.5) and there is no consensus of the definitional attributes of responsible
leadership at this stage. To date, responsible leadership has been described as a
relational concept (RRL), a process and outcome linked to performance (RLP), as well
as a multi-level concept; thus demonstrating the complexities of this phenomenon.
Perhaps this lack of consensus is an indication that scholars need to find a way to link
the current views of responsible leadership in order to develop a coherent definition of
responsible leadership that also has relevance in practice.

According to Boreckà, (2014), the virtuous and relational approach to responsible
leadership, as advocated by scholars of responsible leadership studies, in particular
Maak and Pless (2006a & 2006b), is the most commonly mentioned definition of
responsible leadership in current literature on the topic. Therefore, responsible
leadership can be defined as a values-centred and principles-driven relationship
between leaders and stakeholders, aimed at generating positive outcomes for both
stakeholders and society at large (Pless & Maak, 2011).

In accordance with the definition above, responsible leaders are required to engage
with both internal and external stakeholders and to demonstrate awareness and
consideration of the consequences that their actions could have on these stakeholders.
This involves conscientious decision-making in partnerships developed with and
amongst stakeholders. These partnerships ensure that the decisions they make are
ethical and balance the needs of various groups of stakeholders with the goal of
achieving the best possible outcome for all (Voegtlin, 2011; Maak & Pless, 2006a).
Although there are other values-centred leadership theories that share similar
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principles as responsible leadership, there are certain aspects of responsible leadership
that make this phenomenon unique.

2.3

COMPARISON OF RESPONSIBLE LEADERSHIP WITH RELATED
LEADERSHIP THEORIES

Other values-centred leadership theories such as ethical leadership, servant leadership
and authentic leadership share certain dimensions of responsible leadership. However
despite the commonality of a principles-driven philosophy amongst these leadership
theories and responsible leadership, the emphasis on the leader-follower hierarchy in
these theories and the focus on primarily improving the economical outcomes of the
organisation they lead, make these leadership theories different to responsible
leadership (Brown & Trevino, 2006; Greenleaf, 2008; Pless and Maak, 2011;
Walumbwa et al., 2008).

2.3.1

Ethical Leadership

According to Brown and Trevino (2006, p.597), ethical leaders are “honest, caring and
principled individuals who make fair and balanced decisions”. Ethical leaders set clear
ethical standards and communicate these with their followers within the workplace
using punishment and rewards to ensure that these standards are followed (Brown &
Trevino, 2006). At the same time, ethical leaders are role models of ethical conduct
who practise what they preach (Brown & Trevino, 2006). Responsible leadership
shares some of the concepts of ethical leadership theory such as emphasis on the ethical
traits of the individual leader and the implementation of ethical standards and
behaviour. However, responsible leaders do not enforce these standards and
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behaviours on others as ethical leaders do; but rather guide people towards the desired
type of moral conduct (Boreckà, 2014, Pless & Maak, 2011). Furthermore, responsible
leadership operates at more levels, including the societal level and with more actors
(Maak & Pless, 2006a; Lynham & Chermack, 2006). In further contrast, the focus of
ethical leadership is limited to the personal ethics of the leader and communication
between the leader and the followers. It is focused on micro-level outcomes such as
employee satisfaction and improving the leader’s effectiveness (Brown et al., 2005;
Kalshoven, Den Hartog, & De Hoogh, 2011b). The uniqueness of responsible
leadership in this context is that it goes beyond the organisation by focusing on leaderstakeholder relations and its impact on ethical responsibility at multiple levels while
still targeting effectiveness as an outcome (Pless and Maak, 2011). At a deeper level
of analysis, responsible leadership requires leaders to balance the underlying tension
between ethics and effectiveness, and as such, is conscientious about exploiting ethics
as a means to enhancing leadership effectiveness (Pless & Maak, 2011)

2.3.2

Servant Leadership

Another values-centred leadership theory is servant leadership. The primary concern
of servant leaders is “on those whom the leader serves, or the followers” (Pless &
Maak, 2011, p. 7). Servant leadership advocates the idea that leadership is
predominantly about serving one’s followers and giving them opportunities to help
them grow (Greenleaf, 2008). The servant leader empowers, provides direction and
are stewards who work towards the good of all within the workplace (Van
Dierendonck, 2011). Similar to ethical leadership, servant leadership overlaps with
responsible leadership particularly in its emphasis on the ethical traits of the individual
leader and care and concern for their followers. Moreover like responsible leadership,
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servant leadership is based on a reciprocal and morally inspiring relationship between
leaders and followers (Sison, 2006). However in contrast, the aim of the responsible
leader is not simply to serve the needs and interests of followers within the workplace
but to be responsive to the needs and interests of stakeholders in a broader context thus
benefiting stakeholders both within and outside the organisation (Pless and Maak,
2011). Furthermore, unlike servant leadership that recognises stakeholders as
followers within the organisation, responsible leadership recognises stakeholders
beyond the organisation and focuses on acting as a catalyst for the development of
strong relational bonds with and amongst these stakeholders. The leader-follower
hierarchy in responsible leadership is therefore diminished as the leader and
stakeholders raise each other to higher levels of motivation and morality not only for
the individual good but also for the good of both the business and society (Maak &
Pless, 2006a).

2.3.3

Authentic Leadership

Authentic leaders have the highest integrity, are true to their core values and have a
deep sense of purpose (George, 2003). They demonstrate a sincere desire to understand
their own leadership through the processes of self-awareness and self-regulation for
the purpose of serving others effectively. Authentic leaders develop relationships and
collaborations with their followers winning their trust and respect by demonstrating
openness, transparency and consistency thus creating positive outcomes of wellbeing
for the followers such as job satisfaction and job performance which in return
translates to effectiveness and profitability for the organisation and its shareholders
(Pless & Maak, 2011; Walumbwa et al., 2008). Responsible leadership overlaps with
authentic leadership processes of self-awareness and self-regulation. However,
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responsible leaders expand these processes by exercising relational intelligence, a
combination of emotional intelligence (self-awareness, self-discipline and human
empathy) and ethical intelligence (moral awareness, moral reflection and moral
imagination) in their decision-making process (Goleman, Boyatzis, & McKee, 2002;
Pless & Maak, 2005). Leaders who possess relational intelligence have the ability to
understand and critically reflect on their own values, emotions, interests and demands
as well as those of their stakeholders (Pless & Maak, 2005). Relational intelligence is
therefore an important element of responsible leadership as it enables responsible
leaders to understand, respect and connect with their stakeholders from diverse cultural
backgrounds both within and beyond the organisation (Pless & Maak, 2005; Maak &
Pless, 2006a). Applying relational intelligence helps leaders develop effective
solutions that serve not just the organisational stakeholders but also those within
society (Pless & Maak, 2005).

A further contrast between the two types of leadership is that whilst both authentic and
responsible leadership are concerned with positive organisational outcomes,
responsible leadership strives for outcomes that go beyond the traditional economic
outcomes of the organisation. Responsible leadership aims at achieving positive
changes for the environment and society at large (Maak, 2007; Pless & Maak, 2005).

2.3.4

Comparison Summary

The comparisons above illustrate that unlike other values-centred leadership theories,
responsible leadership does not solely equate leadership effectiveness to economic
performance. In contrast, the responsible leader’s effectiveness is represented by the
ability to establish legitimate solutions that are accepted by all affected stakeholders
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and that do not harm others (Voegtlin et al., 2012). However, that being said,
stakeholder relations are also reflected in some of these other theories such as in ethical
leadership where external stakeholders are considered to a certain extent (Trevino,
Brown & Hartman, 2003) and in servant leadership where building strong personal
relationships with the community is considered an attribute (Mittal & Dorfman, 2012).
Furthermore, in responsible leadership, the leader-follower hierarchy is replaced with
shared leadership (Pless & Maak, 2011) as the leader acts as a facilitator that unites
stakeholders. Responsible leaders’ roles become more complex as they take on various
personas such as steward, coach, servant, visionary and change agent (Maak & Pless,
2006a). These roles enable responsible leaders to weave “a web of inclusion where
leaders engage themselves among equals” building sustainable relationships amongst
stakeholders within and beyond the organisation with a vision of shared goals that
benefit stakeholders as well as society at large (Maak & Pless, 2006a, p.104). In
contrast, the importance of developing relationships with both internal and external
stakeholders with the intention of reconciling ethical dilemmas to improve outcomes
universally is not emphasised as a salient aspect in ethical, authentic and servant
leadership theories as it is in responsible leadership (Mittal & Dorfman, 2012; Trevino
et al., 2003).

In sum, responsible leadership is not simply “rooted in moral idealism” but in the
leader’s ability to align the interest of multiple stakeholders, developing relationships,
integrating ethical considerations and making effective and ethical decisions that
benefit all stakeholders even under difficult and unpredictable circumstances (Stahl &
Sully de Luque, 2014, p.239). Furthermore, unlike other values-based theories, the
ethical characteristics of the leader are viewed as “antecedents of responsible
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leadership conduct” as opposed to being explicitly instrumental in the processes of
responsible leadership (Voegtlin et al., 2012, p. 4). In fact, responsible leadership has
emerged in recent years as a multi-level construct comprising individual,
organisational and contextual factors (Waldman & Balven, 2015; Pless & Maak, 2011;
Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014).

2.4

RESPONSIBLE LEADERSHIP THEORIES

When leaders are unable to build strong connections and communicate actively with
their stakeholders, they may find themselves isolated from critical information on the
ground thus losing touch with reality which could affect their performance and
leadership effectiveness (Maak & Pless, 2006a; Velsor & Ascalon, 2008). As
illustrated above, responsible leaders aim to develop and sustain meaningful
relationships with multiple stakeholders inside and outside the organisation and to
address their complex dilemmas and demands. They practise ethical decision-making
with the goal to achieve desirable social change and value creation for society at large
(Maak and Pless, 2006a). Since relationship-development is an essential aspect of
responsible leadership, understanding how responsible leaders connect with
stakeholders is essential. The ‘Roles Model’ of responsible leadership is a significant
theory to explore for this purpose.

2.4.1

The ‘Roles Model’ of Responsible Leadership (RRL) Theory

In the ‘Roles Model’ of responsible leadership framework, Maak and Pless (2006a)
introduce metaphors to represent the diverse roles that responsible leaders have to play
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in order to develop relationships with and amongst their stakeholders both inside and
outside the organisation. A responsible leader has to cultivate a network of trustworthy
and sustainable relationships with stakeholders ethically guiding them through
strategy-making processes and change management whilst focusing on shared visions
and goals that emphasise the greater good for themselves and society at large (Maak,
2007). To achieve this, leaders have to integrate the roles of a visionary, servant,
steward, citizen, coach, architect, change agent, storyteller and enabler (Maak & Pless,
2006a). Through exercising a combination of these roles, the leader aims to foster
collaborations amongst stakeholders of different cultures, values and interests and
guide them towards a shared vision. For example, acting as the steward is a ‘normative’
role where leaders act as guardians of values and resources that protect the moral
integrity of the stakeholders and organisation. The visionary’s role is used to develop
a vision of value creation and sustainability for the stakeholders, organisation and
environment. The coach is an ‘operational’ role that supports stakeholders by
facilitating developments and guiding them through change. It is an important role in
relational development, especially in the diverse environments that leaders operate
today. Leaders act as role models ensuring fair and inclusive treatment for all thus
developing cross-cultural empathy amongst stakeholders creating an ethical and
inclusive system. Although the purpose of the roles of the responsible leader may differ
with some having normative implications while others being operative, all roles are
relational and work as part of an integrated whole to balance the internal and external
pressures from stakeholders (Maak & Pless 2006a).

The RRL theory focuses on the roles that the individual leader adopts to build
sustainable stakeholder relationships resulting in shared visions that are ethically
28

sound. However, in the current business climate, being an ethical leader is not enough
and there is a growing demand for leaders to balance both economic and ethical
performances. Moreover, leaders are further challenged to demonstrate their
endurance to sustain their leadership. Responsible leadership therefore cannot simply
focus on achieving desirable social value and change but also organisational
effectiveness and sustainability. Lynham and Chermack (2006) addresses these
demands in their Responsible Leadership for Performance model.

2.4.2

The Theory of Responsible Leadership for Performance (RLP)

As discussed, business leaders are under increasing pressure to extend their
responsibilities towards the triple bottom line of people, planet and performance
(Lynham, Taylor, & Naidoo, 2010; Witt & Stahl, 2015). The challenge for responsible
leaders therefore is to be an effective leader who is also ethically responsible and has
the endurance to sustain their leadership.

The theory of Responsible Leadership for Performance (RLP) proposed by Lynham
and Chermack (2006) addresses leadership that is focused on performance,
responsibility and endurance. It is a multi-level approach to responsible leadership that
frames leadership as a performance system of “interacting inputs, processes, outputs,
feedback and boundaries” where each variable has an impact on the others (p.75).
Lynham and Chermack (2006) describe responsible leadership as a system practised
in “reciprocity to its constituency” and is therefore perceived as a system-in-focus
rather than an individual that manages a process (p.76). The ultimate objective is to
achieve the goals set by stakeholders (constituency). The RLP framework contains
three inter-dependent units (1) Considerations of the Constituency (the input)
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representing stakeholders that the leadership within the system serves, (2) Framework
of Responsibleness (the process) which comprises effective practices, ethical habits
and endurance for sustainability, (3) Domains of Performance (the output) which is
namely the system mission, its work processes, the social sub-systems within which it
operates and the individual performer. The system operates within three open subsystem boundaries, specifically the leadership system-in-focus boundary that
comprises of the three inter-dependent units, the performance system boundary, that
represents the internal environment of the performance system, and contextual
environment boundary, that consists of the broader environment beyond the
performance system but within which it resides. Information and resources are
exchanged constantly within these boundaries making the RLP framework a multidimensional theory. This extends the narrow perspective of the role of a responsible
leader from the individual to include the performance system and contextual
environment (Lynham & Chermack, 2006).

The RLP framework and the RRL theory share the concept of leader-stakeholder
(constituent) relationships where the leader is required to achieve value creation and
ethical outcomes for the benefit of the stakeholders both inside and outside the
organisation. A contrasting aspect of RLP however is that it takes responsible
leadership a step further than RRL by focusing on the expected performance and
endurance of the leader. The RLP theory is based on the premise that the traits best
suited for leadership performance are determined by the needs of the performance
system rather than solely by the traits of the appointed leader (Lynham & Chermack
2006). RLP offers an understanding of how responsible leadership can effectively
incorporate stakeholder expectations of combining performance with ethically
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responsible behaviour. However, although RRL addresses relationships in a diverse
society and RLP operates in conjunction with sub-systems including the contextual
environment, neither specifically address the complexities of managing stakeholders
in cross-cultural contexts.

2.4.3

Multi-Level Theory of Responsible Leadership

Literature indicates that the individual leader’s values and traits have significant
influence on responsible leadership (Maak & Pless, 2006b). However, it also suggests
that both the leader’s as well as the organisation’s orientation towards responsible
leadership may be influenced by contextual factors (Pless & Maak, 2011; Stahl & Sully
de Luque, 2014; Witt and Stahl, 2015). Responsible leadership is a multi-level
construct that apart from individual and organisational factors, is also contingent on
contextual factors such as the current situation as well as social and cultural contexts
(Lynham and Chermack, 2006; Pless and Maak, 2011; Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014).
The next section will elaborate on each of these levels.

2.4.3.1 Individual Factors
Unlike other types of leaders, responsible leaders are weavers of complex relationships
that integrate competing stakeholder needs to drive organisational performance and
improve societal conditions. Moreover, good leadership does not require only
professional competence but also moral integrity (Sison, 2006). The values and virtues
of responsible leaders therefore have a significant influence on how they act as role
models that care, empower and inspire their stakeholders thus guiding them towards a
shared, morally sound vision.
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Values
The values of an individual are usually ingrained in their character and are developed
through personal beliefs and life-long experiences (Pless, 2007). According to Maak
and Pless (2006b) responsible leaders possess individual values such as integrity,
honesty, humility and courage as well as relational or interpersonal values such as
fairness, tolerance, trustworthiness, respect and care for others. When leaders act based
on these values, they are seen to be people with integrity who are responsible and
uphold strong moral values (Price, 2008). When challenged, leaders must stay true to
their values, lead with integrity and walk the talk (George, 2003). However, being
consistent and maintaining one’s values can sometimes be a challenge especially when
leading in diverse, cross-cultural contexts. According to Sackmann (2006), values are
culture-specific and as such, business and national values can contradict individual
values as the perception of moral values may differ depending on context. In the ethics
literature, Immanuel Kant states that as human beings, people have the ability to
reason, self-reflect and develop, and hence should instinctively know right from wrong
(Paton, 2009). Yet in reality, people can be vulnerable to moral weaknesses (Ciulla,
2003), ignoring their sense of reasoning and virtues, becoming victims of greed,
lavishness and the illusion of infallibility (Maak & Pless 2006b), thus failing to do
what is right.

It has been suggested that the sustainability of business is dependent on the values with
which business is carried out and it must be realised that values “go beyond what you
can get away with” (Green 2009, p. 132). However, not all values are ‘good’ for
example, in some cultures bribery may be viewed as a shared value that is morally
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acceptable since it facilitates desired outcomes but to most cultures bribery is morally
wrong (Donaldson, 1996). The challenge that leaders face is the ability to discern good
from bad and to exercise practical wisdom based on facts as well as values depending
on the circumstances (Crockett, 2005). However one could argue that decision-making
should not be based on circumstance or consequence since moral values should surpass
all as advocated in the deontological philosophy of Kant (Paton, 2009). For a deepseated culture of values to exist amongst stakeholders, organisational concepts of value
such as teamwork, excellence, better risk management and accountability and
implementing corporate social responsibility (CSR) must correlate to the individual
values of the leader as well as societal values (Maak & Pless, 2006b; Pless and Maak,
2011). However, without an understanding of how to navigate differences in cultural
values it would be a challenge for most leaders to combine the different types of values
so as to enact responsible leadership. This reaffirms literature advocating that
responsible leadership is a multi-level concept and that individual, organisation and
cultural values all contribute to its enactment (Freeman & Auster, 2011; Green, 2009;
Maak & Pless, 2006b).

Virtues
The properties of virtue differ from those of values in that values are character traits
that are important to people, whereas virtues require reason and must be practised with
the intention to do what is right (Ciulla, 2001; Levine & Boaks, 2014; Wang &
Hackett, 2016). For example, honesty is a value that is desirable in a moral leader but
the leader may not always tell the truth. In contrast, to possess the virtue of honesty,
the leader must always tell the truth (Ciulla, 2001). From Aristotle we learn that virtues
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are defined as “specific human excellence found in a person’s actions, habits and
character” (Sison, 2006, p.108).

According to Cameron (2011), responsible leadership is considered as leadership that
is virtuous and is orientated towards being and doing what is good for good’s own
sake. Virtuousness represents goods pursued in its own right (Irwin, 1999), hence
responsible leadership should not be a means to a more desirable outcome but more an
ultimate good in itself (Cameron, 2011). In the teachings of Aristotle, the fulfilment of
an individual’s purpose is in doing things that the person wants to do well and by being
virtuous in choosing what it is they want to do (Irwin, 1999). Aristotle termed this as
achieving “excellence” and believed that technical excellence (being effective) and
moral excellence (being ethical) are bound to each other and hence there should not be
a division between effectiveness and ethics (Ciulla, 2003; Irwin, 1999; Wang &
Hackett, 2016).

Therefore, in Aristotelian ethics, it can be assumed that a virtuous leader is one that is
both effective and ethical. Furthermore, Beadle and Moore (2006) explains that from
an organisational perspective, virtues are exercised within practices giving rise to
internal goods (goods of moral excellence); however, in order for an organisation to
survive, practices must also be concerned with external goods (goods of effectiveness).
These two types of goods are mutually reinforcing but “requires a correct balancing of
the pursuit of each” (Fernando & Moore, 2015, p.188). According to MacIntyre
(2007), internal goods should take precedence over external goods. Furthermore,
Crockett (2005) asserts that leaders who act virtuously for the sole purpose of
increasing external rewards, such as profit or competitive advantage, taint moral
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character and intent and destroy the true virtue of the action. This emphasises the
dilemmas leaders face due to the conflicts arising from having to balance the tension
of prioritisation of these two kinds of goods (Moore, 2012). Aristotelian philosophy
suggests that a person’s virtues (human excellence) will enable that person to choose
what is good and has a virtuous purpose (Irwin, 1999). However being virtuous may
be challenging for leaders in the current complex business and societal environments.
In addition, MacIntyre (2007) argues that a virtuous purpose has to be both morally
and socially bound and must be rooted in individual, organisational and societal
interests thus supporting the multi-level theory of responsible leadership.

2.4.3.2 Organisational Factors
Responsible leadership however is not solely based on the leader’s values and virtues.
Organisation factors such as the organisation’s culture, its enforcement of an ethical
code of conduct, its sentiment towards CSR activities as well as the degree of pressure
to increase shareholder value can all influence the leader’s decision-making processes,
sometimes changing their orientation towards being responsible leaders (Pless & Maak
2011; Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014).

As organisational structures become flatter, less bureaucratic and demands from
stakeholders both inside and outside the organisation increase (Karande, Rao, &
Singhapakdi, 2002), global issues are now viewed as part of an organisation’s
corporate social responsibility and leaders are challenged to adopt inclusive and ethical
policies that create value for all stakeholders (Maak, 2007; Witt and Stahl, 2015). The
dilemma for responsible leaders occurs when the organisation does not view CSR and
stakeholder relations as important to the sustainability of the organisation. Moreover,
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the

trade-offs

between

profit-maximisation

and

undertaking societal

and

environmental responsibilities may seem too great a sacrifice (Miska et al., 2014). In
such instances, organisations may include CSR in their short-term strategy solely for
monetary and instrumental incentives such as economic returns and to avoid sanctions
for irresponsible behaviour (Miska et al., 2014). The reason for performing acts of
CSR is therefore purely strategic without genuine concern for society (Maak et al.,
2016; Miska et al., 2014). In such cases, the novelty of CSR may not be sustainable as
there is a lack of authenticity and therefore the interest in CSR will eventually wear
off (Fernando, 2015). However that being said, CSR could on the other hand, be
cultivated over time as the organisation becomes more involved in such practices and
realises its deeper benefits as in the case of The Body Shop where a culture of CSR
has been nurtured throughout the years and continues to extend to their stakeholders
even after the business was sold to L’oreal (Macintyre, 2007; Pless, 2007).

Although the idea that CSR can increase an organisation’s competitive advantage
(Porter & Kramer, 2006) and could encourage shareholders to be more accepting of
CSR activities, when the yield is intangible and monetary rewards are not forthcoming,
the shareholders’ enthusiasm may wither (Miska et al., 2014). Hence, socially
responsible conduct and financial performance often have conflicting outcomes as to
who the beneficiaries of these actions are and the leader has the challenge of balancing
the two (Caza, Barker & Cameron, 2004). Furthermore, responsible leaders who
strongly believe in the need for CSR may find themselves in conflict with their
shareholders who are more interested in increasing share value making it difficult for
them to lead the organisation. In such cases, leaders will have to decide if they should
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abide by their moral convictions or adjust their propensity towards responsible
leadership to accommodate their shareholders.

2.4.3.3 Contextual Factors
The leader’s orientation towards responsible leadership can be influenced by
institutional factors of both cultural and societal contexts (Pless & Maak, 2011; Stahl
& Sully de Luque, 2014; Witt & Stahl, 2015). Moral clarity can become hazy as
organisations expand globally into unfamiliar territories where laws, judicial
procedures and standards of ethical conduct differ from their own (Donaldson 1996).
Leaders operating in varying societies hold differing ideals about their responsibility
towards stakeholders (Witt & Stahl, 2015). Similarly, stakeholders in these societies
have differing perceptions of good leadership (Den Hartog et al., 1999; Dickson et al.,
2012).

Cultural Context
Cultural diversity can affect the moral reasoning of leaders as the cultural background
of a society impacts their sensitivity towards ethical situations, values and behaviour
(Thorne & Saunders, 2002). Cultural dimensions such as power distance, collectivism
and humane orientation can have implicit bearings on the practices of an organisation
as well as a leader’s decision-making process and should not be underestimated (Stahl
& Sully de Luque, 2014). Furthermore, daily business decisions can be affected by
differing cultural practices and moral values and have to be carefully managed
(Trompenaars & Voerman 2009).
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According to Hofstede (1980), power distance represents the extent to which members
of society accept the unequal distribution of power in institutions and organisations
whilst individualism-collectivism represents the conflict between individual and group
interests. Individualism reflects self-interest and the autonomy a person has with
respect to the group. In contrast, collectivism reflects the extent to which people place
the collective interest of the group before self (Dickson et al., 2012; Gouveia & Ros,
2000; Ralston, Holt, Terpstra & Yu, 1997). Humane orientation reflects behaviour that
is considerate, compassionate and supportive towards the group and society. It
encompasses care, concern, generosity and sensitivity towards others (Dorfman,
Javidan, Hanges, Dastmalchian & House, 2012; Mittal & Dorfman, 2012). A
combination of these cultural dimensions can influence how responsible leadership is
practiced. For example, leaders in a society inclined towards high collectivism, high
humane orientation and low or moderate power distance will tend to demonstrate
higher people orientation showing more care and concern for stakeholders and society
(Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014). In contrast, leaders in an individualistic society with
low humane orientation would be more concerned with benefits for themselves.

Societal Context
At the broadest contextual level, national culture, governance, national law, rules and
regulations, political systems, educational, social and economic backgrounds can all
influence leadership development and the leader’s inclination to act in a responsible
manner (Gelfand, Erez, & Aycan, 2007; Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014). As business
operations expand and leaders venture into environments outside their comfort zones,
they encounter diverse cultural practices that may not be familiar to them and may not
resonate with their ideals on moral values and responsible leadership practices (Witt
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& Stahl, 2015). For example, guanxi is a common practice in some Asian cultures
where business transactions operate within tight, close-knit relationships and
interpersonal connections through an exchange of favours (Dunfee & Warren, 2001).
However quanxi could pose an ethical dilemma for global leaders, especially those
from the West, as they may not see quanxi as a way to build sustainable relationships
but more as a conspiracy of corruption and bribery (Phua & Kea, 2007).

Governance such as the rule of law could also determine how inclined a society is
towards upholding universal moral values. As such, leaders that operate in countries
where there is a system of good governance and a strong set of rules in place, that
demands accountability and transparency, will have less difficulties enacting
responsible leadership (Young & Thyil, 2014). In contrast, when operating in a nation
where governance is weak and where corruption is an accepted means of advancement
in business transactions, leaders may struggle with upholding the values of
accountability and transparency.

The education system as well as the type and level of education citizens receive could
impact the social circumstances of a society and thus their inclination towards
responsible leadership (Ghoshal, 2005; Tong & Trompenaars, 2006). People are not
born responsible but develop the qualities of a responsible leader over time through
education and socialisation as a child, young adult and even as a mature adult (Maak
& Pless, 2006b; Tong & Trompenaars, 2006). Therefore education could play a
significant role in the type of values a society holds.
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At the industry level, the business environment, the dynamic/stable economic
conditions and the level of competitive intensity can all have an impact on the leader’s
decision-making processes. Similarly, the extent of welfare socialism that leads to the
level of happiness and well-being of a nation may also have a bearing on responsible
leadership (Antonakis, Avolio, & Sivasubramaniam, 2003; Stahl & Sully de Luque,
2014).

As illustrated above, understanding and navigating contextual factors can be
complicated as leaders are faced with the dilemma of balancing their individual values
as well as their organisation’s code of practices with that of the society they are
operating in. This further demonstrates that leaders must measure and balance
individual, organisational and contextual factors in order to lead responsibly.

2.4.4

Ethical Decision-Making

Navigating the complexities of these contextual factors whilst maintaining the
integrity of a responsible leader is therefore challenging. Moral philosophies often
provide a foundation for leaders when making challenging ethical business decisions
(Fernando, Dharmage & Almeida, 2008). However, these moral philosophies have
been developed using different rationalisations of ethics and not all are suitable for
every cultural context (Robertson & Crittenden, 2003). This is especially the case in
today’s complicated business landscape where organisations often find themselves
faced with balancing ethical decision-making with complicated cultural dilemmas.

Robertson and Crittenden (2003) employed five theories of philosophy to illustrate
how the interaction between the two variables that most influence leadership decisions
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forms the basis of the overall moral environment of the country. These two variables
are national culture (Western versus Eastern) and economic ideology (capitalism
versus socialism). Using these two variables as the axes for their graph, they map
where the five theories of philosophy namely Egoism, Utilitarianism, Formalism,
Virtue Ethics and Moral relativism sit in relation to different cultural settings (Figure
2-1).

Figure 2-1: A Cross-Cultural Map of Moral Philosophies
(Robertson & Crittenden 2003, p.389)

In brief, Robertson and Crittenden’s (2003) map illustrates where each type of moral
philosophy sits in relation to the culture and economic ideology of society. For
example, Egoism fits in with a Western culture of high individualism and a capitalist
economic ideology since egoism consists of a highly individualist moral code.
Utilitarianism underscores the goal of achieving the greatest good for the maximum
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number of people. As such, the utilitarian ideology is embedded in societies with the
Eastern culture of collectivism and a social economic ideology. In virtue ethics
philosophy, virtuous practices are believed to be morally valid regardless of their
outcome. This type of philosophy is more aligned with an Eastern culture and a mixed
economic ideology. Moral relativism posits that ethical behaviour is defined by the
contextual situation or societal culture and tends to lean towards Western culture and
a socialist economic ideology (Robertson & Crittenden 2003). This cross-cultural map
demonstrates the argument that economic ideology and national culture can impact a
society’s moral philosophy and ethical decision-making and hence responsible
leadership.

A more relevant way to understand global variations of morality and how to balance
policies while at the same time be considerate of the norms of a specific cultural
context would be to understand the trends that are adopted to manage these differences
such as cultural relativism and convergence (Donaldson, 1996). Cultural relativism
deduces that ethical standards differ from culture to culture and what may seem
unethical in one culture may not to another (Robertson & Crittenden, 2003). The
danger of adopting cultural relativism is that leaders operating in a society where
emphasis on moral values and ethical governance is low, could disregard what they
know is ‘right’ and do what is accepted by the majority even though it could harm
society. The opposite of relativism is universalism (ethical imperialism) which is
similar to Forsyth’s (1980) idealism. It is ethnocentric in its belief that all cultures
should share a global standard of ethics (Donaldson, 1996). Leaders who adopt
universalism would be steadfast in their beliefs and moral orientation.
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Convergence suggests that as nations become more developed, the cultural values of
a society adapt to that of other cultures and thus there is a shift in the standards of
morality and behaviour towards that of free-market capitalism (Donaldson, 1996).
This would however imply that in developing nations with socialist ideologies and
collectivist cultures, a compromise would have to be made towards an individualistic
set of values (Ralston et al., 1997). Opposing convergence is the idea of divergence,
which asserts that national culture drives values despite outside influences and even if
a country adopts capitalism, a society’s culture and value system will remain intact
(Ralston et al., 1997; Roberston & Crittenden, 2003). In contrast, a lesser-known
ideology that is situated between the polar extremes of divergence and convergence is
crossvergence. Ralston et al. (1997) suggest that crossvergence synergises both
national cultural values and economic ideology to form an adaptation of the original
value set of the nation.

The complexities of culture in the current diverse global business environment where
leaders have to effectively manage people from different backgrounds, cultures,
interests and views as described above indicates that leaders require an understanding
and sensitivity towards the moral sentiments of stakeholders from different cultures in
order to lead responsibly (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1998; Maak & Pless, 2006a). This can
be sometimes difficult to accomplish and it is proposed that the combination of both
emotional and ethical intelligence (relational intelligence) (Pless & Maak, 2005),
provides leaders with both interpersonal intelligence (relating to others) and
intrapersonal intelligence (being in sync with one’s emotions) (Gardner, 1999). These
help leaders face the complexities of real-life cultural dilemmas.
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2.4.5

Relational Intelligence

Relational intelligence is an important aspect of responsible leadership as it facilitates
the decision-making process and helps build sustainable and trustworthy relationships
(Pless & Maak, 2005). Pless and Maak (2005) suggest that leaders require qualities of
emotional and ethical intelligence in order to effectively relate to and interact with
their stakeholders to create meaningful relationships. They propose that emotional
intelligence and ethical intelligence “interact in complementary ways as relational
intelligence” (Pless & Maak, 2005, p.15).

Emotional intelligence involves self-awareness, self-discipline, and human empathy
as well as understanding and recognising one’s feelings and knowing how to keep
them in check. This facilitates better understanding and care for their stakeholders
(Goleman et al., 2002; Pless & Maak, 2005). The dimensions of ethical intelligence
are moral awareness, moral reflection and moral imagination. Moral awareness
suggests that leaders have the moral maturity to apply moral reasoning and have a
strong understanding of both their own values as well as the values of others (Maak &
Pless, 2006b). Moral reflection skills provide leaders with the ability to reflect on
themselves and their ethical point of view as well as the ethical points of view of others
thus enabling balanced and ethically sound decision-making. Finally, moral
imagination, a critical dimension of ethical intelligence, provides leaders with the
ability of solve moral dilemmas without compromising their integrity and principles
(Johnson, 1993; Maak & Pless 2006b). It is a metaphoric approach to moral reasoning
(Johnson, 1993) that involves framing socio-moral problems using one’s standards and
values to determine the proper course of action (Sivanathan & Fekken, 2002).

44

Having relational intelligence therefore enables the leader to navigate ethical decisionmaking that are based on a broader awareness of the needs of their stakeholders
especially in unusual contextual situations (Pless & Maak, 2005). For example, when
Levi Strauss found out that their suppliers in Bangladesh employed children under the
age of 14 at their factories, a practice that was legitimate in Bangladesh but not
according to both the International Labour Organisation and Levi’s code of ethics, the
manager could have simply ordered the suppliers to stop the practice. However in
doing so, these children, whose families depended on their income, may be forced into
worse jobs such as prostitution. Levi’s manager used relational intelligence in his
resolution of this issue. He decided that the children should attend school at Levi’s
expense until they came of legitimate age to work and at the same time be paid the
salaries that they would have earned in the factory. This imaginative approach to the
problem benefited all parties especially the children, but most importantly, it offered a
sustainable long-term solution with an outcome that would eventually lead to social
mobility and a better future for Bangladeshi families (Maak & Pless, 2006b). The
example illustrates how having relational intelligence can help leaders navigate
difficult decision-making processes thus resulting in the enactment of responsible
leadership.

In summary, organisations that operate globally may be exposed to cultures where
bribery, sexual harassment, child labour and a variety of other issues are not viewed
as illegal or unethical, making it difficult for leaders to clearly define responsible
behaviour in such contexts (Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014). The danger in such
situations is that leaders could choose the easy option to adopt relativism, do what is
considered the norm, and therefore engage in illegal and unethical activities (Price,
45

2008). In contrast, leaders could try to balance global and local practices by carefully
examining and understanding all the factors surrounding the situation and to then
exercise relational intelligence in order to make ethical decisions.

2.4.6

Effective versus Responsible Leadership

The literature thus far demonstrates that being a responsible leader is complicated and
challenging. Leaders must develop relationships with and amongst both their internal
and external stakeholders creating an inclusive community with shared goals to benefit
all parties. This implies that leaders must be both effective as well as ethical in their
decision-making so that their organisation remains profitable and sustainable whilst at
the same time be good corporate citizens that are custodians of society and the
environment (Lynham & Chermack, 2006).

According to Waldman and Galvin (2008, p. 327), “to not be responsible is to not be
effective as a leader” however this statement may be idealistic as history has
demonstrated that effective leaders are not always ethical leaders (Ciulla, 2006). A
good example would be Adolf Hitler who could be considered an effective leader since
he succeeded in achieving many of his goals but the unethical means that he used to
achieved the ends and the negative moral impact that he had on his followers and
society at large made him an irresponsible leader (Burns, 1978). There have been
several studies that measure effective leadership. These focus on how leaders treat
their subordinates and how they achieve the goals of the organisation. Leadership
effectiveness has therefore been measured on the basis of both task orientation and
relationship orientation (Fleishman, 1953; Likert, 1961). However, according to
Prottas (2013), effective leadership can also be measured on the basis of the leader’s
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moral orientation as studies have shown that the behavioural integrity of a leader is
also related to leadership effectiveness.

Ciulla (2006) explains leadership that is both ethical and effective from the viewpoints
of deontological and teleological philosophy of ethics. From a deontological
perspective, leaders who act according to their moral principles are perceived as
behaving ethically regardless of the consequences. In contrast, the teleological
perspective views an action that results in something morally good or that provides the
greatest good as being ethically moral behaviour. Ciulla (2006) goes on to explain that
a combination of both deontological and teleological theories are needed to achieve
ethical and effective leadership because leaders have to act according to their moral
duties but at the same time also be mindful of achieving the greatest good. However,
literature has illustrated that values can have different connotations under different
circumstances and as such, there is no universal measure to ascertain what is
considered moral, making it difficult for leaders to make decisions that are both
effective and ethical when faced with moral dilemmas. According to Wang and
Hackett (2016), unlike value-laden leaders, virtuous leaders base their actions on what
“is inherently ethical” (p.329). Moreover, they suggest that “there is no trade-off
between virtuous leadership and leadership effectiveness” (Wang & Hackett, 2016,
p.322). Caza et al. (2004) posit that “virtuousness is what individuals aspire to be when
they are at their very best” (p.173). When making decisions virtuously, the means to
the end is essential in the preservation of one’s moral integrity (Alzola, 2015).
Therefore it is suggested by Caza et al. (2004) that virtuousness can be used as a
reference point to guide ethical behaviour in times of change or ambiguity since virtues
can help leaders succeed as well as excel morally (Maak & Pless, 2006b).
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From the discussion above, it appears that although some believe that responsible
leadership and effective leadership are interconnected, this assumption cannot be taken
for granted. Recurring corporate indiscretions and irresponsible leadership behaviour
within the business world, fuelled by the obsession with profits and personal gains, is
a testament of why effective leadership does not necessarily equate to responsible
leadership. The relationship between the two types of leadership is complicated as
illustrated above and tension often exists when leaders are faced with the dilemma of
being effective as well as responsible. Context could also play a role in how
effectiveness and responsibility interact. For example in highly capitalist countries
with an individualistic culture, the quest for the highest yields and a ‘survival of the
fittest’ mentality, could direct leaders away from responsible decision-making. Further
research is therefore required to achieve a clearer understanding of the dynamics of
the relationship between effective leadership and responsible leadership and the degree
of influence that context could have on this relationship.

2.5

GAPS IN LITERATURE

In 2011, Pless & Maak explained that as a growing field of inquiry, research on
responsible leadership is still in its infancy and called for more in-depth research on
the topic. In 2014, this call was reiterated by Waldman and Balven as gaps still exists
in current literature despite the advancement of research on responsible leadership.
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Scholarly contributions on responsible leadership are limited to mainly theoretical
contributions adopting a very prescriptive approach (Boreckà, 2014). The complexities
of the phenomenon of responsible leadership spans across dynamic economies and
complicated contextual situations which require theoretical concepts that are
empirically tested (Miska et al., 2014; Waldman & Balven, 2014). Although the
number of empirical studies that explore responsible leadership have increased in
recent years, most have focused on Western perspectives (See Appendix A). The
paucity of empirical findings, especially from a non-Western context has resulted in a
general lack of understanding of the concept as illustrated in the variety of definitions
that currently exist (Boreckà, 2014). Therefore to advance the concept of responsible
leadership, “it is crucial that theory and research is not ideologically driven or biased”
but based on empirical evidence (Pless and Maak, 2011, p. 10). Based on the preceding
literature review, five key gaps in the understanding of responsible leadership can be
identified:

First, responsible leadership as a multi-level theory by Pless and Maak (2011) and
Stahl and Sully de Luque (2014) illustrates that there are multiple factors that influence
responsible leadership. These factors are complex and making the right decision is
dependent on the context of the situation. The culture of a country or an organisation
as well as the moral values of a society and its individuals can affect the way
responsible leadership is interpreted and enacted. However, in current responsible
leadership literature, little attention has been paid to empirically examining the factors
that influence responsible leadership. Furthermore, few studies have adequately
articulated and tested the role of context in responsible leadership. Thus there is a need
to develop and empirically test a responsible leadership model that includes the role
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of context and how it influences other dimensions of responsible leadership (Witt &
Stahl, 2015).

Second, current literature has produced several responsible leadership models
mapping out the factors that influence responsible leadership but none have developed
a scale to measure responsible leadership unlike other values-based leadership theories
such as ethical leadership, servant leadership and authentic leadership where scales
have been developed to empirically test the traits of the individual leader as well as the
leader’s influence on organisational culture and corporate social responsibility (Brown
et al., 2005; Kalshoven et al., 2011a; Liden et al., 2008; Mittal & Dorfman, 2012; Van
Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011; Walumbwa et al., 2008; Yukl et al., 2013). In fact, few
studies have empirically examined the concept of responsible leadership (Boreckà,
2014). Apart from Voegtlin’s (2011) scale to measure discursive responsible
leadership, no published attempt has been made to model and empirically test the
factors that influence responsible leadership (Waldman & Balven, 2014).

Third, literature on responsible leadership is still very much grounded in Western
contexts with only a limited number of studies based in non-Western contexts (Doh,
Stumpf, & Tymon, 2011; Fernando, 2015; Shakeela, 2009; Witt & Stahl, 2015). As
illustrated in the literature review, cultural contexts can influence a leader’s propensity
to act responsibly and as such, it is important to understand the impact of context on
responsible leadership. The current lack of research on responsible leadership from
non-Western contexts restricts the understanding of the role that context plays in the
enactment of responsible leadership in a wider international scale since there is no
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basis of comparison that can be made at the moment to fully grasp the magnitude of
the impact that context can have on leaders managing in non-Western settings.

Fourth, it is evident that the corporate landscape is ever changing and becoming more
challenging for leaders (Ciulla, 2001). Leaders have to produce profitable financial
results and at the same time convince their stakeholders that they are capable of making
responsible decisions that will benefit all stakeholders. With ever increasing demands
placed on the world’s depleting and limited natural resources, there is increasing
tension between profit-making and being a responsible leader. To the best of the
author’s knowledge, there is no published empirical research on how leaders manage
this tension using responsible leadership. Lynham and Chermack’s (2006) RLP model
which addresses this tension, has been empirically applied in South Africa to a unique
social circumstance. However, the theory has yet to be applied to business situations.
As indicated by Lynham et al. (2010), the theory could be further developed by
conducting empirical studies in “unusual places where unusual forms of knowledge
can be gathered” (p. 87). There is therefore a gap in empirical research on the
relationship between effective leadership and responsible leadership and how leaders
manage the tension between the two which needs to be closed. Testing the multi-level
concept of responsible leadership in the management of this tension, as suggested by
Lynham and Chermack (2006), should also be further explored.

Finally, although the conceptual literature on responsible leadership illustrates that
several factors influence responsible decision-making and that relational intelligence
can help leaders navigate the difficult process especially in unfamiliar contexts (Maak
& Pless, 2006a; Pless & Maak, 2005), there have been no published empirical studies
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that illustrate how leaders acquire relational intelligence and how they use it in their
decision-making process.

In summary, the role of responsibility is often highlighted in discussions on current
leadership theories and its appropriateness in addressing leadership challenges of
today. Yet, ‘responsible’ has been missing from the descriptors of leadership theories:
authentic leadership, transformational leadership, charismatic leadership, servant
leadership, ethical leadership; until recently (Pless and Maak, 2011; Waldman &
Galvin, 2008). Responsible leadership is like old wine in a new bottle. Its introduction
to the existing list of leadership theories was not to try to “reinvent the wheel”
(Waldman & Galvin, 2008, p. 327), but to look at existing theories through new lens
by seeking “to define what ‘responsible’ means in the context of leadership” (Pless &
Maak, 2011, p. 4). However, responsible leadership scholars have focused their
attention mostly on conceptual development with little focus on empirical testing.
Furthermore, the empirical research conducted in the field mostly originates from
Western countries leaving the non-Western context fairly unexplored. Perhaps this
could be because it was not possible to conduct empirical testing previously since the
breadth of interpretation of the concepts of responsible leadership had not been
formalised as illustrated by the varying views, as well as the lack of consensus on the
definitional attributes of responsible leadership. Moreover, when empirical research
on responsible leadership began, these were conducted in Western settings since most
of the pioneer scholars in the field are from Europe and the United States.

To date, most empirical research on responsible leadership have focused on the traits
and actions of the individual leader. Few studies have examined the role of context
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(see list of empirical studies in Appendix A). What is missing in current empirical
literature is how these two dimensions, ethical traits and actions and context, are
perceived to interact in the enactment of responsible leadership. This study aims to
address this gap by identifying the factors that influence responsible leadership and
mapping out the role that context plays in influencing these factors. These gaps inform
the research questions:
(1) What are the factors that influence responsible leadership?
(2) What are the dimensions of responsible leadership?
(3) How does context impact the dimensions of responsible leadership in Singapore?

In selecting Singapore as the location for the research, this study also closes the gap in
the lack of research from a non-Western context. However, in order to achieve this,
the researcher needed to develop a robust research design to address the research
questions in a comprehensive manner. For this purpose, a three-stage research design
including a qualitative, Delphi and quantitative phase was used. In the qualitative
stage, access to a certain elite level of Singaporean leaders was deemed necessary to
capture the perceptions of responsible leadership in Singapore. Gaining access to
highly influential business leaders is extremely difficult and usually requires
introductions from within their inner circle. Fortunately, the researcher was able to
reach out to her network of contacts and secure interviews with some of the nation’s
top leaders. The breadth of experience in business leadership that these leaders have
contributed to the research through the interviews, has provided the researcher with a
broader perspective on leadership; and in particular responsible leadership in
Singapore. In addition, the contributions of the experts in the field of ethical and
responsible leadership who participated in the Delphi study provided further clarity for
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the researcher who was then able to first, map a model that identified the dimensions
of responsible leadership and the impact of context on these dimensions; and second,
develop a scale to test the model and to measure the factors that influence responsible
leadership.

2.6

CONCLUSION

This literature review illustrates that responsible leadership is values-centred and that
it places an emphasis on cultivating relationships with and amongst stakeholders both
inside and outside the organisation with the purpose of creating benefits for these
stakeholders as well as society at large. It also demonstrates that responsible leadership
is a multi-level construct comprising individual, organisational and contextual factors
and that all three types of factors must be considered in its enactment. Furthermore, it
highlights that contextual factors such as culture, national values, governance, the rule
of law, education and the social and business climates can all have significant impact
on a leader’s propensity to enact responsible leadership as context can influence other
dimensions of responsible leadership. The review also reveals that as responsible
leaders try to manage their obligations to produce results for the organisation and its
shareholders with those of their internal and external stakeholders which includes
society at large and the environment, they face the dilemma of trying to balance being
effective with being ethical. The rationalisation of how leaders manage this tension
either by applying RLP, by using virtuousness as a reference point to guide them, or
by applying relational intelligence in their decision-making process are expanded upon
in this review. However, despite the availability of these guidelines to assist leaders
when they encounter decision-making dilemmas, indiscretions amongst leaders are
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still occurring globally indicating that factors such as pressure to succeed from
shareholders, peers and society as well as corporate and personal greed could possibly
have a strong impact on leaders’ decision-making. It has been suggested in literature
that effective leadership and responsible leadership must be considered in tandem
rather than as two separate types of leadership because as history has demonstrated,
the means to achieving effectiveness may not always be responsible. In responsible
leadership, the focus is not only on being an effective leader but also one that is
concerned for the welfare of multiple stakeholders. Responsible leadership therefore
requires leaders to have certain traits and competencies that would enable them to
navigate the complexities of the demanding, interconnected current business
environment as well as the tension of satisfying multiple stakeholders. However, these
traits and competencies, although often discussed in current literature on responsible
leadership, have seldom been tested empirically and without doing so, a clear
understanding of the dimensions of responsible leadership and the factors that can
influence its enactment cannot be fully grasped.

The current global business environment requires organisations to operate in
increasingly challenging situations that require leaders to balance individual,
organisational and contextual factors in the enactment of responsible leadership.
Irresponsible leadership conduct and its consequences are a grave concern globally
and the growing interest in responsible leadership indicates that there is a need for
deeper exploration into the topic of responsible leadership and its influencers.

By providing a clearer understanding of responsible leadership as a multi-level
construct, defining and measuring the dimensions of responsible leadership, and
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identifying the significance of the relationship between context and the other
dimensions of responsible leadership from a Singaporean perspective, this study aims
to offer leaders in Singapore and elsewhere a clearer understanding of responsible
leadership and raise awareness on how to navigate the intricacies of context thus
endorsing responsible leadership as a legitimate means to earn the trust of multiple
stakeholders.
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3

3.1

METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

Most published empirical studies on responsible leadership use qualitative
methodology (Gond, Igalens, Swaen, & Akremi, 2011; Ketola, 2012; Lalani, 2014;
Lynham et al., 2010; Pless, 2007; see Appendix A). This is not surprising since to date,
focus has been on deepening our understanding of the phenomenon of responsible
leadership that requires more in-depth research which qualitative studies are more
suited for (Yin, 2011). However as research on responsible leadership advances, it is
also important to explore responsible leadership using quantitative methods or mixed
methods thus enabling researchers to formulate an inductive generalisation and
achieve more rigor in their research (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Waldman &
Balven, 2015).

In 2011, Voegtlin developed the first scale to measure discursive responsible
leadership. However this scale concentrates on the discursive relationship between the
leader and the stakeholders (Voegtlin, 2011). This instrument is unable to answer the
research questions of this study which are focused on identifying the factors that
influence a responsible leader, the dimensions of responsible leadership and how
context impacts the dimensions of responsible leadership. In the current responsible
leadership literature, little attention has been paid to empirically answering these
questions. Few studies have adequately articulated and tested the role of context in
responsible leadership (Fernando, 2015; Shakeela, 2009; Witt & Stahl, 2015). Thus
there is a need to develop and empirically test a responsible leadership model that
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includes the role of context and how it influences other dimensions of responsible
leadership (Witt & Stahl, 2015). Furthermore no scale has been developed to
investigate the factors that influence responsible leadership in a geographically bound
context as in the case of Singapore and it is therefore important that a validated scale
is developed for this purpose. This study uses a mixed methodology approach to enable
the in-depth exploration of responsible leadership from different perspectives, thus
enhancing, deepening and broadening the interpretations of the findings (Greene,
2007).

3.2

STUDY CONTEXT

Singapore is situated at the tip of the Malaysian peninsular in Southeast Asia. It has an
area of 719.1 square kilometres with a population of 5.535 million (Department of
Statistics Singapore, 2016). Despite its size, Singapore is one of Asia’s most dynamic
and competitive economies (Osman-Gani & Tan, 2002) moving from a third-world
nation to a first-world nation in just one generation (Lee, 2000). Currently, Singapore
is listed as the third wealthiest nation in the world with a GDP per capita of
US$61,567.28 (Tasch, 2015).

The first settlements were established in Singapore in the 13th century but it was in
the 14th century that Singapore became a trading post for Chinese, Arab, Portuguese
and Buginese shipping vessels (Singapore Tourism Board, 2016). In 1819, the British
took control of Singapore and established it as an entrepot trade hub that was
successful and attracted immigrants from China, India and the Malaysia Archipelago.
During World War II, Singapore was attacked by the Japanese who occupied the city
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for three years until 1945. After the Japanese surrender, Singapore returned to British
rule and became a British Crown Colony in 1946. In 1959, Singapore held its first
general election and established a self-ruled government when the People’s Action
Party (PAP) won the majority of seats making Lee Kuan Yew the first Prime Minister
of Singapore. In 1963, Singapore merged with the Federation of Malaysia, Sarawak
and North Borneo (Sabah) to form Malaysia but the merger was unsuccessful and
Singapore became an independent and sovereign democratic nation in 1965
(Singapore Tourism Board, 2016).

During the post war years of British rule, rapid population growth coupled with slow
expansion of the entrepot trade and commerce led to serious unemployment (Lee,
1996). Under the newly elected PAP government, Singapore moved away from
entrepot trade and adopted a strategy of industrialisation that concentrated on the
manufacturing sector to solve the pressing unemployment problem. However, after the
separation from Malaysia, trade barriers were imposed between Singapore and
Malaysia resulting in the loss of a large sector of the regional market (Lee, 1996). The
PAP re-strategized and developed “an export-led industrialised strategy that relied on
foreign investments” (Lee, 1996, p. 30) since it was perceived that foreign firms had
the capital and technology to expand Singapore’s economy whilst opening doors to a
larger international market thus accelerating economic growth (Lee, 1996; Li et al.,
2008). The government implemented trade liberalisation policies and restructured its
foreign investment policies to encouraged foreign direct investment thus increasing
the presence of foreign firms from Japan, USA and the European Union in Singapore
(Li et al., 2008).
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The influx of multi-national companies (MNC) in Singapore has had a distinct impact
not only on its economy but also on its culture (Li et al., 2008). Due to the migration
of traders from China, India and Malaysia in the early days as an entrepot trade hub,
Singapore had evolved into a multicultural and multi-religious nation. This diversity
was further enhanced by the arrival of foreigners as the number of MNCs began to
grow (Li et al., 2008; Selvarajah et al., 2013). Western cultural influences such as
individualism, capitalism and materialism (Ang, 2010) soon permeated Singapore’s
traditional non-Western cultural values such as Confucianism and collectivism
(Selvarajah et al., 2013; Tan, 2012). However, with government intervention in 1988,
the introduction of the national ideology of shared values and a reintroduction of
Confucian philosophy ensured that national values that promote filial piety as well as
social, racial and religious harmony were re-established. Since then, these shared
values have become the cornerstone of Singapore’s success as a multi-racial country
(Li et al., 2008; Sung, 2006, Tan, 2012). Today, despite the East-West dichotomy of
influences experienced by Singaporeans, non-Western traditions and values still
remain strong (Chua, 1995; Tan, 2012).

Singapore has been chosen as the location for this research for two reasons: first, in
Singapore, responsible leadership is an unexplored phenomenon and as such, there is
a need to conduct in-depth research. Second, it provides a good basis for research on
responsible leadership from a non-Western perspective. Furthermore, in contrast to
other Asian countries, Singapore’s cosmopolitan culture blends both Western and nonWestern ideology and values making it a unique location for this research as the
findings of this study could be used to compare responsible leadership from Western
and non-Western contexts (Li et al., 2008).
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The next sections of this chapter will cover a review on mixed method research and
reasons why it was selected for this study. This will be followed by a discussion on
theoretical paradigms and perspectives. It will then explain the research design for the
study detailing the three phases adopted namely qualitative, Delphi and quantitative.
Finally, it will describe the ethical considerations taken to ensure that the study was
conducted according to the Australian protocols.

3.3

MIXED METHODOLOGY

According to Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004), mixed methods research is defined
as “the class of research where the researcher mixes or combines quantitative and
qualitative research techniques, methods, approaches, concepts or language into a
single study” (p.17). A mixed method approach leverages on the strengths of both the
qualitative method, which generally offers a stronger understanding of the context of
a phenomenon, and the quantitative method, which lacks depth but overcomes the
biasness and lack of generalisability sometimes found in qualitative methods.
Therefore, it takes advantage of the strengths of both methods whilst mitigating their
weaknesses resulting in a broader, more rigorous research (Augsberger, Schudrich,
McGowan, & Auerbach, 2012). The mixed method approach also facilitates
triangulation through the collaboration of the findings from each phase which
enhances the integrity of the findings (Bryman, 2006). In addition, it enables the
development of hypotheses and questionnaires for the subsequent phase which is then
administered to a different sample group thus enabling generalisation. It can also be
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utilised in the instrument development process where qualitative research is used to
develop the scale items (Bryman, 2006).

Qualitative research has been so far the most appropriate choice of research to
understand the phenomenon of responsible leadership but in some cases, the results of
a single method, in this case the qualitative method, may not provide a complete
understanding of the research question (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). Applying a
second method of research is necessary as it can be used to explain the results of the
first phase and thus offer deeper insight into important facets of the phenomenon being
studied (Bryman, 2006; Greene, 2007). Since the purpose of this research project is to
study the phenomenon of responsible leadership from a location where it has not been
explored before and to subsequently develop an instrument to measure the factors that
influence responsible leadership, it was decided that the most comprehensive approach
for this study would be to leverage on the positive outcomes of a mixed methodology
listed above since these synergise with the objectives of this study.

3.4

THEORETICAL PARADIGMS AND PERSPECTIVES

According to Denzin and Lincoln (2000), a paradigm is a basic set of beliefs that
combine views about ontology, epistemology and methodology. Paradigms are
worldviews that guide the actions of the researcher such as the choice of research
method they select for their study (Cresswell, 2014). There are several theoretical
paradigms such as positivism, postpositivism, interpretivism, constructivism, and
pragmatism (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000; Cresswell, 2014). This study adopts a relativist
ontology which assumes that there are multiple realities to be explored (Denzin &
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Lincoln, 2000). Furthermore, the researcher believes that social knowledge is cocreated through social interaction as well as intellectual and theoretical exploration
(Cresswell, 2014; Lincoln & Guba, 2000). Conventionally these ontological
assumptions are linked to the constructivist paradigm, however a pragmatist paradigm
was adopted for this study (Creswell, 2014; Greene, 2007; Lincoln & Guba, 2000).
Pragmatism was selected to focus on the research problem rather than being restricted
to a single paradigm. This approach allows for a combination of paradigms and
methodological traditions thus enabling a better understanding of the problem
(Cresswell, 2014; Greene, 2007; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). The researcher
utilised various approaches to understand the problem (Cresswell, 2014) rather than
adhering to “a pure paradigm, theoretical inquiry, or fixed design” (Patton, 1990, p.
153). Cresswell (2014), Patton (1990) and Tashakkori and Teddlie (2010) suggest that
the pragmatist philosophy is well suited for mixed methodology research as it “opens
the door to multiple methods, different worldviews, and different assumptions, as well
as different forms of data collection and analysis” (Cresswell, 2014, p. 11).
Pragmatists, like mixed methodological researchers, look at various approaches for
collecting and analysing data drawing from both qualitative and quantitative
assumptions to provide validity and the best understanding of the research problem
(Cresswell, 2014). As summarised by Nastasi, Hitchcock & Brown (2010, p.308),

Pragmatism places emphasis on the practical aspects of research (e.g.,what
works best for answering the research question), the context (e.g., what is most
appropriate given the contextual conditions), and potential consequences of the
research (e.g., social or political implications).
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The research questions in this study sought to explore as well as explain the
phenomenon of responsible leadership and therefore engaged interpretivism for the
qualitative and Delphi phases of the study and postpositivism for the quantitative phase
of the study. In social science literature, there are contrasting views on the
compatibility of positivist and interpretivist paradigms. Lincoln and Guba (2000)
argues that philosophical purity is important and although they concede that it is
possible to blend elements of one paradigm with another, they stress that this is only
possible if the paradigms share axiomatic elements for example, positivism and
postpositivism. It is their opinion that the axioms of positivists and interpretivists are
“contradictory and mutually exclusive” and therefore should not be combined (p.174).
In contrast, Cherryholmes’ (1992), Cresswell’s (2014), Greene’s (2007) and Howe’s
(1988) stance is that researchers should not be restricted by a single paradigm and that
the differences between positivist and interpretivist paradigms are not dichotomies and
can be compatible as they find a middle ground philosophically and methodologically.
The pragmatic paradigm offers this mid-point opening.

According to Pawson (2013), pragmatic inquiries can become unmanageable leading
to the lack of credibility and validity found in systematic scientific inquiry. This could
result in failure to produce generalizable knowledge. In contrast, both Creswell (2014)
and Patton (1990) stress that the pluralistic approach of pragmatic inquiry removes the
limitations normally placed on researchers using a specific traditional form of inquiry
as they are free to select a combination of research methods that will offer “diverse
perspectives on and triangulate insights” into the research problem thus providing
validity and reliability (Patton, 1990, p.157). A clear focus on the research problem,
as well as careful consideration and planning, go into a pragmatic research design in
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order to determine the most responsive research approach for the study (Patton, 1990),
In the case of this study, a combination of qualitative, Delphi and quantitative methods
were selected. The combination of these three methods maximised rigour and validity
and yielded the best understanding of the research problem that this study aimed to
answer (Cresswell, 2014; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Patton, 1990).

3.5

RESEARCH DESIGN

The aim of this study is to advance the understanding of the factors that influence
responsible leadership and the influence of context on a leader’s propensity to act
responsibly. An adaptation of the exploratory sequential mix methods design was used
(Creswell, 2014). The exploratory sequential mixed methods design consists of two
distinct phases which are qualitative followed by quantitative (Creswell & Plano
Clark, 2011). In this study, a third phase, a Delphi study was included in the process.
The purpose of the exploratory sequential design was to first qualitatively explore
participant views with a small sample with the intention of using the information
obtained to develop and test an instrument to measure responsible leadership
(Cresswell & Plano Clark, 2011). However, in this study, the sequence was modified
to add the Delphi Study (Fig 3-1). The first phase of the study was a case study
exploration of what factors influence responsible leadership. Since there is currently
no instrument for this purpose, the qualitative views of the participants formed the
basis for instrument development. Before embarking on developing the instrument, a
Delphi Study was conducted to obtain the opinions of experts in the field. The experts’
contributions in this exploratory/explanatory phase enhanced and explained the
findings of the case studies thus maximising the content validity of the instrument
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being developed (DeVellis, 2012). In the third phase, the research model was
developed and validated on a larger sample thus providing substantive data on the
factors that influence responsible leadership and the role of context.

Figure 3-1: Research Design
(Adapted from Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011)

The first phase included face-to-face in-depth interviews with top Singaporean leaders.
The rationale behind beginning with face-to-face interviews was to collect first-hand
data from influential leaders in Singapore such as CEOs, Directors, Presidents and
Vice Presidents on their understanding of responsible leadership. The face-to-face
interview data were developed into case studies and the interpretation of the findings
were used to develop a questionnaire for a Delphi study. The Delphi study gathered
opinions of experts from the field to increase the interpretability and meaningfulness
of the data (Adler & Ziglio, 1996). The findings of the case studies and the Delphi
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study were then used to develop the research model and test the hypotheses as part of
empirical validation (Bryman, 2006).

According to Voegtlin (2011), the hierarchical position of the leader affects a
responsible leader’s conduct. Leaders in top positions have the authority and resources
to interact with stakeholders and resolve conflicts with them thus facilitating their
propensity towards responsible leadership. However those lower in the hierarchy may
desire to be responsible leaders but many not have the autonomy to act upon it. In
contrast, Trevino et al. (2003) state that executives at the top of the hierarchy may be
too far removed from most employees to influence their followers to behave ethically.
Moreover the distance would not give these leaders opportunities to develop
meaningful relationships with their employees which could reduce their inclination
towards leading responsibly. Either way, it is a possibility that hierarchy may influence
the enactment of responsible leadership and for this reason, the questionnaire in Phase
Three was distributed to a different demographic from Phase One. The sample for
Phase Three comprised second-tier leaders such as Heads of Department, Managers
and Executives of organisations that operate in Singapore thus offering a broader
understanding of what influences responsible leadership in Singapore.

This selected mixed methodology enabled the extension of the breadth and range of
this research offering a more comprehensive interpretation of what factors influence
responsible leadership in Singapore. By using such a rigorous method of research, it
was possible to develop an instrument to measure the factors that influence responsible
leadership which is a significant contribution to methodology (Creswell & Plano Clark
2011). The three phases are explained in greater detail in the following sections.
67

3.6

3.6.1

PHASE ONE: CASE STUDIES

Purpose

According to Yin (2011), qualitative research involves studying the meaning of realworld events from the perspective of the participants of the study. Unlike quantitative
researchers who seek explanation and control, researchers using the qualitative method
“press for understanding the complex interrelationships among all that exists” (Stake,
2010, p.37). Qualitative research is not restricted by a fixed set of pre-established
questions nor represented by statistical averages as in quantitative studies. In contrast,
a qualitative researcher uses multiple research designs and sources of data such as
interviewing participants, observing behaviour and examining documents to collect,
integrate and present data from a variety of sources of evidence enabling the researcher
to delve deeper into the phenomenon and capture its richness (Conger, 1998; Creswell,
2014). In qualitative research, there are no physical instruments to collect data because
real-world phenomenon cannot be measured by external instruments (Creswell 2014;
Yin, 2011). Instead, the researcher acts as the key research instrument who collects the
data. It is therefore important that the researcher is sensitive and mindful during the
research process to focus on learning about what the problem means to the participants
rather than the researcher’s own preconceived views or that of literature (Parry, 1998).
A qualitative researcher organises data from the bottom-up, building patterns,
categories and themes and uses tacit knowledge to develop multiple interpretations of
a similar event in order to develop a complex picture of the problem being studied
(Conger, 1998; Creswell, 2014; Stake, 1995; Yin, 2011).
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Research on responsible leadership to date has focused on forming our understanding
of the phenomenon. Furthermore, the topic of responsible leadership is probably not
one that is discussed freely and honestly. A survey that comprised a list of structured
survey questions in the quantitative tradition would provide a larger sample size than
qualitative research involving in-depth interviews. However, it would not offer the
comprehensive data that is required from an exploratory study phase such as Phase
One of this study (Yin, 2011). As discussed above, quantitative studies inhibit
participants by the fixed list of questions and often multiple-choice answers.
Moreover, participants in a quantitative study may select the answers that they feel are
politically correct leading to social biases (Crane, 1999; Yin, 2011). As the purpose of
this stage of the study was not to collect measurements and statistics but to collect data
based on the world views of influential Singaporean business leaders, conducting indepth interviews with business leaders offers perspectives from the ‘inside’ which
forms the type of understanding that was required during this phase of the research
(Parry, Mumford, Bower & Watts, 2014; Yin, 2011).

3.6.2

Case Studies

Case study research is used to “investigate a contemporary phenomenon in depth
within its real world context especially when boundaries between phenomenon and
context may not be clearly evident” (Yin, 2014, p. 16). Researchers that use case study
research assume a relativist approach that acknowledges multiple realities. There are
three types of case studies; first, there are intrinsic case studies which is the study of a
specific case which the researcher has intrinsic interest in. Second are instrumental
case studies where a case is of secondary interest and is examined to provide insights
into an issue or to seek understanding of an external interest. Finally, there are
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collective case studies where several cases are studied to investigate a phenomenon
(Stake, 2000). Case studies have been used in the research on responsible leadership,
for example to study social entrepreneurs as responsible leaders (Maak & Stoetter,
2012), the role of identity and the motivational drivers of responsible leadership (Pless,
2007) and the application of the responsible leadership for performance theory (RLP)
to business leadership in South Africa (Lynham et al., 2010).

Since the study of responsible leadership from a Singaporean context is novel and the
relationship between the phenomenon and context are still fairly unexplored, collective
case studies were used in Phase One of this study. The collective case study approach
was selected as it was desirable to rely on a variety of sources to achieve a better
understanding of the phenomenon and also more rigour (Bryman, 2004). There are
several possible sources of evidence in case study research which include interviews,
observations, documentation and archival records (Yin, 2014). In this study, the
primary source of data were taken from in-depth interviews with twenty influential
leaders operating in Singapore. The interview data were transcribed manually by the
researcher and developed into individual case studies. Secondary data in the form of
documentation and archival records were used to verify and triangulate the interview
data.

Each of the twenty case studies was instrumental in bringing balance and variety to
the research enabling the learning and understanding of the elements of responsible
leadership in Singapore (Stake, 1995). Cross-case synthesis using constructivist
grounded theory (Charmaz, 2006) was applied to analyse the case studies and by
studying the themes that arose from the detailed investigation of the case studies,
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similarities and differences were identified and a pattern developed to assist in
developing a theory on the factors that influence responsible leadership in Singapore
(Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2011). This process will be described in further detail below.

3.6.3

Grounded Theory

Glaser and Strauss’s (1967) grounded theory method provides systematic guidelines
for collecting and analysing data, legitimising qualitative research and quashing the
assumptions that qualitative research can only produce descriptive case studies rather
than theory development (Charmaz, 2000). Grounded theory emerges from data that
is systematically collected, analysed and categorised to form an integrative story of the
phenomenon (Kempster & Parry, 2011). To increase the analytical power of grounded
theory, Glaser and Strauss (1967) moved beyond descriptive qualitative studies into
explanatory theoretical frameworks using a systematic set of procedures that involve
rigorous coding methods and objective empiricism. Grounded theory should not be
mistaken for generic inductive qualitative data analysis. Grounded theory’s
distinctiveness comes from the construction of analytic codes and categories that
emerge from data rather than from preconceived hypotheses. Constant comparative
analysis of cases, theoretical sampling and saturation of categories further
differentiates it (Charmaz, 2006; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Hood, 2007). Although the
original objectivist assumptions of grounded theory lay in positivism (Glaser &
Strauss, 1967), scholars have moved away from the positivist position. For example in
the 1990s, Strauss and Corbin assumed a postpositivist stance while Charmaz (2006)
supported a constructivist stance. Objectivist grounded theory assumes that it is
possible to describe, analyse, explain and predict the external world and that different
observers will discover and describe this world similarly (Charmaz, 2000). In contrast,
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constructivist grounded theory assumes that neither data nor theories are discovered.
Instead, it assumes that the researcher is part of the world we study and the data
collected. Constructivist grounded theorists build grounded theories through their
“involvements and interactions with people, perspectives and research practices”
(Charmaz, 2006, p.10). An online search (EbscoHost, ProQuest, conducted in March
2016) did not produce any academic studies on responsible leadership where grounded
theory method was used as the research method. There were however cases where
components of Glaser and Strauss’s (1967) grounded theory methods were applied
(Lalani, 2014). The online search was then expanded to include studies based on other
values-based leadership theories. This identified Fernando, Beale and Geroy’s (2009)
and Fernando and Jackson’s (2006) research on the spiritual leadership using grounded
theory as well as Hames’ (2013) dissertation on ethical leadership. There were also
several studies on responsible leadership that used components of grounded theory
such as the constant comparison method (Marsh, 2013) and theoretical saturation and
iterative coding (Eisenbeib & Brodbeck, 2014). This is not surprising since most
studies on responsible leadership are conceptual with empirical contributions only
starting to appear in recent years (Boreckà, 2014).

In this study, Charmaz’s (2006) constructivist approach to grounded theory was
adopted to analyse the case studies. As the aim of this phase of the study was for the
researcher to learn about responsible leadership in the context of Singapore with the
intention to generate theory, the interpretive constructivist method was the appropriate
choice as opposed to the predictive positivist method (Bryant, 2002). In constructivist
grounded theory, the researcher as well as the participants share the process and are
co-creators of theory generation as they interpret each other’s meanings and actions
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(Charmaz, 2006). The process of interpretive theory entails understanding the
phenomenon under study rather than getting an explanation of it, thus leading to an
uninhibited exploration of the topic arising from the analysis of the case studies
(Charmaz, 2006; Mills, Bonner & Francis, 2006). Despite the constructivist stance,
this method adopts the same iterative process of repeatedly referring back to the data
and enhancing the analysis with each iteration using a coding process thus maintaining
the integrity of Glaser and Strauss’s (1967) prescription of grounded theory practice.
Categories and themes emerge from this process which eventually result in the creation
of a grounded understanding of the phenomenon (Fig. 3-2) (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).
Responsible leadership is an unexplored phenomenon in Singapore and therefore it
was important to adopt an interpretive approach so as not to force preconceived ideas
and theories onto the collected data. The idea was to exercise an imaginative
understanding of how people construct and act on their view of the situation.
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Figure 3-2: Grounded Theory Analysis Process
(Adapted from Creswell, 2014)

An excerpt of the grounded theory process executed in the analysis of the case
studies for this study is illustrated in Table 3-2 below.

3.6.4

Sample

For the in-depth interviews, twenty leaders from Singapore were purposively
selected (Patton, 1990). This purposive selection of participants was made as it was
believed that these participants’ views would best contribute to the researcher’s
understanding of the factors that influence responsible leaders in Singapore
(Cresswell, 2014). Data sources such as media publications describing the
achievements of the participants, their successes, their commitment to CSR and
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accolades awarded to them for their contributions to society were used to determine
each participant’s suitability.
The interviews were conducted from July 2013 to February 2014. Through the
researcher’s network of contacts, a diverse group of highly prominent leaders which
comprised fifteen male participants and five female participants in an age group
ranging from 38 to 70 years were invited to participate in the project. In some cases,
the leaders that had been interviewed suggested other leaders whom they felt were
relevant to the study and could offer valuable contributions. They even went as far as
to make the necessary introductions which helped the researcher gain appointments
with these leaders, some of whom would have been otherwise impossible to access.
All participants have been publicly acknowledged by the community and the media
as leaders who are successful in business and have demonstrated responsible
leadership practices within their organisation and society. They were selected from
both the private and public sectors and across a variety of industries such as finance,
real estate, hospitality, engineering and food and beverage (Table 3-1).
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Table 3-1: List of Participants
(Information as at 2014)

Name

Participant 1

Title

Group President

Industry

Revenue
(2012)

Special
Investment,
Fund Assets
Real Estate and
approx.
Asset
US$330 bil
Management

Achievement/
Recognition
Order of Nila
Utama 1st Class in
2006
Meritorious Service
Medal 1991
Public Admin
Medal Gold 1982

Participant 2

Executive
Director

Participant 3

Managing
Director

Participant 4

Senior Vice
President of
Business
Development

Real Estate

In excess of
US$ 17 bil

Recognised for
efforts to mentor
aspiring leaders
within the
organisation

Automotive

Approx.
£6.085 bil
overall
(£385.1mil
in South
Asia)

Organises charity
drives to raise funds
for the needy.

Banking

Approx.
RM$27.532
bil

Is instrumental in
the organisation of
CSR activities and
fund raising events.

Finance

In excess of
S$3.354 bil

Is known to be a
champion for
promoting internal
succession plans for
his employees.

Member of Chief
Marketing Officer
Council (Asia
Pacific)

Participant 5

Manager

Participant 6

Vice President
(Marketing Asia Pacific &
Japan)

IT

Approx.
US$ 1.16bil
(Asia
Pacific &
Japan)

Participant 7

Executive
Director

Real Estate

Approx.
S$620.8 mil
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Acknowledged as a
leader with integrity
by his peers. Well

Name

Title

Industry

Revenue
(2012)

Achievement/
Recognition
respected by his
subordinates for his
caring ways and
acts of mentorship.

Participant 8

Chairman

Hotels &
Resorts

In excess of
S$338.4 mil

2005
Entrepreneurship
Award (London
Business School)
2009 CEO of the
Year (Singapore
Corporate Awards)

Participant 9

Participant
10

CEO

CEO (until
2013)

Arts

Food &
Beverage

Approx.
S$76.335
mil

Approx.
S$37 mil

Knighted by French
Government in
2010 for
contributions to the
Arts
2008 - First Asian
to be chairman of
the Intl Society for
Performing Arts
Singapore Indian
Entrepreneur Award
(SICCI/DBS
Singapore)
Service to
Education Award
2006

Participant
11

Deputy CEO

Public Service

Participant
12

Managing
Director

Food &
Beverage,
Hotels/Resorts
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Approx. S$
20.12 mil

Approx.
S$14.5mil
(Singapore
only)

Heads several
agencies and
community service
initiatives.

Forbes List of 48
heroes (Asia) in
Philanthropy

Name

Title

Industry

Revenue
(2012)

Achievement/
Recognition
Nominee,
Singapore Women
Award 2008

Participant
13

Managing
Director

Marine
Engineering

In excess of
$5 mil

Spirit of Enterprise
Honouree Award
2009
Successful
Entrepreneur Award
2010,
Singapore Quality
Brand 2013/2014

Public
Administration
Medal Silver 1983

Participant
14

Chairman and
Director on
several Boards

Government
Linked
Companies and
Public Service

Not
Available

Public
Administration
Medal Gold 1994
Public
Administration
Medal Gold Bar
2003
Meritorious
Service Medal 2009

Actively
participates in
community service
Participant
15

Participant
16

Deputy Director
(Former)

Executive
Director

Education

Not
Available

Social
Enterprise

Not
Available
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Widely
acknowledged as
the champion of the
rights of young
scientists

Initiated first urban
microcredit scheme
in Singapore in
2011

Name

Title

Industry

Revenue
(2012)

Achievement/
Recognition
2001 Most
Promising Woman
Entrepreneur of the
Year (ASME)
2002 Mont Blanc
Business Woman of
the Year

Participant
17

Founder

Retail Fashion

Not
Available

2003 Leadership &
Mentoring Award
(Research
Communications
Intl)
2010 Forbes Asia
Hero of
Philanthropy

Participant
18

Lawyer

Law

Not
Available

Recognised by the
Criminal Legal Aid
Society for his
contributions

Participant
19

Founder and
Director

Food and
Beverage

Not
Available

Honouree of Spirit
of Enterprise 2009

Participant
20

Managing
Director

Event
Management

Not
Available

Awarded the Spirit
of Enterprise
Honouree award
2009.

3.6.5

Data Collection

All participants were sent invitations to participate in the study via emails and
telephone calls. Each was given an information sheet highlighting the purpose of the
study and the contact details of the researcher and her supervisors as well as that of
the University of Wollongong’s (UOW) Human Research Ethics Committee. At the
start of the interview, the participants were asked to sign a consent form to express
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their willingness to have the conversation voice recorded as well as their desire to
either remain anonymous or to have their names published in studies arising from the
research. A list of open-ended questions formed the framework for the interview
(Appendix B) but the interviews were semi-structured and took on a conversational
mode instead. Adopting a conversation mode enabled the interviewer to develop a
two-way dialogue with the interviewee (Yin, 2011). Often during the course of the
interviews, the interviewees would also pose questions to the interviewer evolving
the conversation into an interesting sharing of information.

Several factors were taken into consideration when developing the questions such as
literature, the research gaps and the Singaporean context. The first and second
questions (see appendix B) were used to find out more about the interviewees but
more importantly it was used to put them at ease since they were ‘easy’ questions to
answer. The interviewees talked about their childhood, upbringing and how they
came to be in their current positions openly and without hesitation. Talking about
themselves made them relax and open up to the questions that followed.

Questions 3, 4 and 5 were specifically designed to ensure that the interview remained
on topic. All interviewees spoke about responsible leadership and effective
leadership and the connection between the two. They did not simply describe
responsible leadership but also talked about their own experiences on how they
practised responsible leadership within their organisations. Some shared their
observations of other Singaporean leaders whose actions, they felt, demonstrated
responsible leadership as well as those whom they felt were irresponsible and
explained why they felt this was so. These discussions were particularly helpful to
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the researcher as it gave an indication that the interviewees where specifically
describing their perception of responsible leadership in Singapore rather than just
leadership in general. As the conversation evolved, the questions also evolved to take
on a conversational mode. Some of the interviewees told the researcher stories about
their employees while others talked about their children and how they were raising
them to have a foundation of strong moral values and awareness. The interviewees
gave the researcher insights that went beyond their perceptions of responsible
leadership; their stories showed the researcher how they actually practised it within
their organisations and also in their homes. The interview always ended with the
final question on the list which was used as a way to triangulate the information
obtained in the interview.

During the interviews, the researcher felt that the participants were often very
forthcoming but at times, some of them became more reflective. Taking note of their
non-verbal cues during these instances was important as it gave the researcher
insights to what they didn’t say. For example, when asked about the tension between
being effective and being responsible, one participant paused for a while, appeared to
be deep in thought, then frowned and sighed before answering the question. The
pause gave the researcher the impression that the question was significant to the
participant and therefore he needed more time to gather his thoughts. The sigh and
frown signalled that the participant may have perhaps experienced or witnessed
situations where the conflict between being effective and responsible had troubled or
affected him. The participant later revealed how he had felt conflicted when he was
forced to sometimes put aside his values for the good of the organisation during his
time as a banker. Some of the participants actually surprised the researcher with their
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knowledge and use of terminology related to responsible leadership. There were also
leaders who became so invested in the discussion that at the end of the interview,
they suggested other leaders who would be able to contribute to the findings and
even introduced them to the researcher.

The general openness of the conversations enabled the interviewer to delve deeper
into the interviewees’ life experiences and cognitive processes which fulfilled the
purpose of the research which is to understand a social phenomenon from the
perspective of the interviewee and to co-create research with them (Creswell, 2014).

3.6.6

Data Analysis

Using multiple sources, the interview data were developed into individual case
studies. These were then analysed and coded line-by-line as recommended by
Charmaz (2006). The codes derived from the line-by-line coding were collated into
groups using Microsoft Excel. Then preliminary themes and categories were
assigned to each group. An excerpt of an interview and the initial line-by-line coding
is illustrated in Table 3-2.

New data collected from additional interviews were coded and added to the themes
and categories that had emerged from the initial coding. A comparative study of the
themes enabled the researcher to narrow down the themes and categories. The groups
of themes and categories were then assigned code numbers so that they could be
easily identified. The researcher documented her thoughts on her findings, emergent
patterns in the data and connections between cases in cluster diagrams and short
memos as recommended by Charmaz (2006). This enabled her to consolidate her
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thoughts making it easier to formalise the themes and categories over several
iterations.

Theoretical sampling is defined as “the process of data collection for generating
theory whereby the analyst jointly collects, codes and analyses his data and decides
what data to collect next and where to find them, in order to develop his theory as it
emerges” (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, p.45). In this study, theoretical sampling was
conducted by first, purposefully selecting subsequent participants to interview based
on the theories emerging from the data analysis of the preceding interviews. Second,
as the interviews progressed, the researcher restructured the interview questions and
technique to draw out deeper insights from subsequent interview participants
(Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Third, the researcher went back to some of the
interviewees to clarify sections of the transcripts to further focus on the emerging
categories. Data from public records such as media reports, speeches made by the
interviewees at seminars, conferences and other public-speaking engagements,
company literature and corporate annual reports were used to develop the case
studies and triangulate the interview data. For example, in addition to the interview
data, the content of a lecture given by an interviewee on the relationship between
leadership and ethics at a Leadership Lecture Series in Singapore in 2012 was used
in the development of the case study on the interviewee. His views on the dilemma
of trying to be effective yet ethical also shed light on the emergent theory that
effective and responsible leadership are interconnected.

This iterative process of data collection, analysis and constant comparison enabled the
strengthening of the categories and initial theories. Through this process, five primary
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dimensions of responsible leadership emerged (i.e., people-orientation, ethical traits
and actions, ethical standards and accountability, ethical awareness and context).
These were used to formulate the questionnaire for Round One of the Delphi study.

Table 3-2: Data Analysis – Emergence of Themes and Categories
Excerpt from interview with
Participant 1
If you think in terms of “I am
going to contribute (to society)”
then maybe you can say yes, of
course first I need to have money,
I need to have standing, I need to
have influence then I can
contribute. But if you say, “Our
job as leaders is to bring up the
people whose lives we can
influence, to make their lives the
best possible”. So you then say,
“What can I do to help people
realise their potential”… So I
think – if we are a leader of an
organisation, (we must) look at
what we are doing not in terms of
“what I do” but in terms of “what
do I do for the lives of the people
who fall within my sphere of
influence”, so that they can do
their stuff to do good things.
Then I don’t think that we should
look at it as first you need to have
money. I don’t think so - I think
the most important thing is that
you need to have heart, to be
concerned for the people that you
can influence and set them up for
good things - Good directions in
their lives… To me I think we
have to talk of ethics in
existentialist terms – a lot of
people think that ethics is about
your choice to be goody-goody what we are saying is that ethics
is the whole fundamental
foundation upon which Singapore
has survived. Why is Singapore a
safe place? What do we have
here? Nothing! It is the integrity

Line- by-line
coding

Themes

Inspires people
Motivates people

Empowerment
(A-02)

Categories

People
Orientation (A)
Encourages
personal
development

Empowerment
(A-02)

Caring for people

Agreeableness
(A-01)

To care, show
compassion

Agreeableness
(A-01)

To show concern
Encourage
personal
development

Empowerment
(A-02)

Foundation of the National
nation
culture (E-01)
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People
Orientation (A)

People
Orientation (A)

Context (E)

of the system, it is about people Integrity of the
who take their work seriously, system
who take their trust seriously.
Importance of
trust

3.7

3.7.1

Governance
(E-02)

Context (E)

PHASE TWO: DELPHI STUDY

Purpose

The purpose of applying the Delphi method in Phase Two of the study was to engage
a panel of experts to enrich, clarify and refine the findings gathered from Phase One
of the study. The Delphi Method is an iterative process to collect anonymous
judgements and opinions from a group of experts on a specific topic by using a series
of data collection methods and analysis and feedback techniques (Skulmoski, Hartman
& Krahn, 2007). The Delphi method works especially well when the goal is to improve
the understanding of a phenomenon (Skulmoski at al., 2007). It enables a panel of
experts who are geographically dispersed to offer their views and also fine-tune them
as the group’s work progresses through the iterations (Adler & Ziglio, 1996). Delphi
focuses attention directly on the issue under investigation by enabling experts from
diverse backgrounds and locations to work together on the same problem (Adler &
Ziglio, 1996). Anonymity allows for participants to express their opinions freely
without pressure to conform and without risks of jeopardizing their position or
credibility (Adler & Ziglio, 1996; Skulmoski et al., 2007). The Delphi method can be
used in both qualitative and quantitative settings and often combines the two (Brady,
2015; Herlihy & Dufrene, 2011; Millar, Thorstensen, Tomkins, Mepham & Kaiser,
2007; Skulmoski et al., 2007). In this study, the Delphi method has been treated as a
distinct study.
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The Classical (original) Delphi method has been effectively adapted to suit the needs
of specific studies (Skulmoski et al., 2007). One particular adaption is the Ethical
Delphi method which is used to map out ethical arguments and value judgments. The
Ethical Delphi method was designed to facilitate the exchange of views and arguments,
including value-based arguments, amongst a defined group of experts (Millar et al.,
2007). Just as with Classical Delphi, the method is structured around the concept of it
being a virtual committee where the exchange of ideas is conducted and remains
anonymous throughout the various iterations (Millar et al., 2007). Where Ethical
Delphi differs from the Classical Delphi is in the end result. In contrast to the Classical
Delphi where the presupposition is that the final result should be consensus across the
panel of experts, the Ethical Delphi charts both convergence as well as divergence in
the experts’ opinions (Millar et al., 2007). It maps the considerations of the experts
that are pertinent and significant regardless of whether there is convergence in these
considerations. A scoring system is then used to indicate the significance of each
consideration thus offering the researcher the benefit of a combination of both scoring
as well as reasoned arguments (Millar et al., 2007). It is important to note that unlike
Classical Delphi, the Ethical Delphi method indicates both the extent of agreement as
well as differences on a topic and therefore it does not provide a final judgement or
overall opinion on the issue (Millar et al., 2007).

The Delphi method is a fairly popular stand-alone research method. A search on
ProQuest (conducted in March 2015) identified 1,669 dissertations that have applied
the Classical Delphi method, 44 of which were on leadership. Although there were no
dissertations based on the topic of responsible leadership, there were two which
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focused on ethical leadership (Moorhouse, 2002; Shaw, 2008). However, none of the
studies on leadership applied the Ethical Delphi method.

The Ethical Delphi method was applied as the second phase in this research. There are
several reasons for adopting an Ethical Delphi method in the second phase of this
study. First, it enriches the information that has been collected in Phase One. Second,
having the opportunity to access prominent international and Singaporean experts
from the field and to receive their opinions on the topic is invaluable to this study.
Third, unlike Classical Delphi which requires consensus, the Ethical Delphi method
records both similarities as well as differences in the experts’ opinions and uses these
findings to develop an overall evaluation of the research problem. This flexibility is
appealing for this study. Fourth, the iterations of the Delphi process, allows for
clarification and refinement of the qualitative findings. Finally, credibility and rigor
are added to the research which creates a robust foundation for the third phase.

3.7.2

Expert Panel

According to Millar et al. (2007), the selection of participants is a key stage of the
Ethical Delphi process and it is important to select participants who have a direct
interest in the topic of concern, have pertinent information to share and represent
diverse competencies and value commitments.

A total of seven experts were invited to participate in the study. The experts included
academics from the field of responsible leadership, ethical leadership and from other
fields but with a special interest in the topic and/or an understanding of leadership in
Singapore. Notably, two experts are pioneers in the field of responsible leadership
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while one is a pioneer in the field of ethical leadership. One expert was a leader
interviewed for the case study. This leader was selected because his responses during
the interviews resonated with 90% of the other interviewees and he had an extensive
knowledge of the topic from having worked in both Singaporean and Western
organisations. The experts came from a diverse demographic and many have published
in top journals and are regarded as experts by their peers. To maintain the integrity of
Delphi, these experts’ names shall remain anonymous. One expert opted out of the
study during the first iteration so the study proceeded with the remaining six experts.

3.7.3

Data Collection and Analysis

The participants were advised about the aim of the study through the participant
information sheet which was sent to them with the invitation to participate. They were
also asked to sign a consent form at the start of the study in keeping with the
requirements of the UOW Human Research Ethics Committee. The study took place
over a period of six months from July 2014 to January 2015. It comprised two
iterations with the first round consisting of open-ended questions which the
participants answered and returned by email (Appendix C). The questions were
designed to draw opinions from the experts on the findings of Phase One. In Round
One, also called the exploration phase (Ziglio, 1996), experts were asked questions
that would enable the researcher to make comparisons between the experts’ views and
the findings in Phase One. The experts were encouraged to provide as much
information as they felt necessary and to include explanatory narratives if they felt it
would offer a clearer picture of the issues (Herlihy & Dufrene, 2011). The responses
from the first round were then analysed and coded into themes and categories. These
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were then collated and used to develop a second questionnaire that was used in the
second and final round of the study.

Before distributing the second round questionnaire to the panel, a pilot study was
conducted to assess the comprehensiveness and effectiveness of the questionnaire.
This was important because the structure of the second questionnaire was more
complex and it was necessary to anticipate any problems that could arise from the
phrasing and language used in the formulation of the questions as well as the order in
which they were arranged (Sapsford & Jupp, 1996). A small purposive sample of six
was selected for the pilot which represented a similar demographic to those in the
expert panel (Sapsford & Jupp, 1996). The responses and feedback from the pilot study
were analysed and used to refine the questionnaire for distribution to the experts.

The final version of the second questionnaire required participants to review the items
identified in Round One and was divided into two sections (Appendix D). Section one
comprised questions that required participants to rate the factors that influenced
responsible leadership in order of importance and the second section dealt with
questions on managing the tension between being effective and responsible which
were answered using a 5-point Likert scale (Completely agree to Completely disagree).
The experts’ responses were analysed and the results were summarised to represent
their views on responsible leadership. The results of the qualitative phase and the
Delphi study were then compared and contrasted.
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3.8

3.8.1

PHASE THREE: MODEL AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT AND
TESTING

Purpose

As indicated above, the results of the case studies and Delphi studies were conducted
to build the conceptual model which identifies responsible leadership as a multidimensional construct model (Pless & Maak, 2011; Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014).
However, to acquire more detailed knowledge of the factors that influence responsible
leadership, it was necessary to empirically test the identified dimensions. At present,
the only scale available to measure responsible leadership is Voegtlin’s (2011) scale.
However, this scale is specifically designed to measure discursive responsible
leadership. Therefore, it was critical to design a scale to measure the dimensions of
responsible leadership which was reliable, valid and applicable to this research as well
as future research (DeVellis, 2012).

A scale consists of indicators or items whose values are caused by an underlying
construct (phenomenon) and that may capture the details of the construct more
precisely than a single item could (DeVellis, 2012). Selecting an appropriate scale to
test a phenomenon is vital as an unreliable scale may not yield the information needed
to produce valuable data (DeVellis, 1996; Hinkin 1995). As mentioned above, since
only one scale has been developed to-date to measure responsible leadership (Voegtlin,
2011) and it was not designed to measure the factors that influence responsible
leadership, a scale was developed for this purpose. This scale was based on the results
of the case studies and Delphi study as well as adaptations of scales designed for other
values-centred leadership theories that share some characteristics with responsible
leadership. These included scales to measure ethical leadership, servant leadership and
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authentic leadership. As part of the scale development process, the study ensured
adequate reliability and validity of the constructs.

3.8.2

Development of Hypotheses and Research Model

The aim of this study is to establish the factors that influence responsible leadership
through the understanding of the dimensions of responsible leadership as well as the
impact that context has on these dimensions. Several hypotheses and a research model
were conceptualised based on these research aims before embarking on the
development of the scale to measure responsible leadership. The hypotheses and
research model are important as they demonstrate a clear understanding of the
nomological relationship that is being measured (Comrey, 1988).

In the case of this study, the initial findings of the case studies and Delphi study
produced five dimensions of responsible leadership. These dimensions were people
orientation, ethical actions and traits, ethical standards and accountability, ethical
awareness and context. However, after further analysis using focused coding
(Charmaz, 2006; Glaser, 1978), the five dimensions were condensed into four
dimensions which enabled the creation of a more concise model. These dimensions
were people orientation, ethical traits, ethical accountability and context. The findings
of the case studies and Delphi study also presented fifteen sub-dimensions related to
the four dimensions above. These sub-dimensions were agreeableness, empowerment,
role model, humility, integrity, empathy, fairness, ethical guidance, stakeholder
orientation, ethical awareness, national culture, governance, education, social
environment and business environment. By investigating the association amongst the
dimensions and sub-dimensions, it was possible to propose relevant hypotheses and
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thus develop the research model representing the factors that influence responsible
leadership (Fig. 3-3). A scale to measure the factors that influence responsible
leadership was subsequently developed. Arguments for each hypothesis as well as
details to explain how the scale was developed shall be presented in the next two
chapters (Chapters Four & Five - Findings).

Figure 3-3: Research Model Indicating Dimensions and Sub-Dimensions
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3.8.3

Development of the Scale

Important criteria that were taken into consideration when developing the scale was
that firstly, it had to cover the essential aspects of the factors that influenced
responsible leadership, secondly, it had to be easy to adopt and thirdly, it had to have
validity and reliability (Hinkin,1995; Van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). For
example: in this study, the results of the case studies were combined with that of the
Delphi study to give a clear understanding of the construct. These findings were then
synergised with extant theory to ensure a comprehensive reporting of the factors that
influenced responsible leadership in Singapore. Cautionary steps were taken during
the development of the scale such as conducting a pre-test to ensure that the questions
were appropriate and easy to understand as well as a pilot test to determine validity
and reliability of the construct.

3.8.3.1 Item Generation
The primary concern when generating items is content validity. The items should
reflect the latent construct but should also exhaust all possible types of items within
the boundaries of the defined construct (DeVellis, 2012). To generate the items for the
scale, a combination of both the deductive and inductive approaches were applied
(Hinkin, 1995). The inductive approach was used through Phase One of the research
which comprised twenty case studies. Using grounded theory method, categories and
themes were derived from these case studies that formed the dimensions and subdimensions of responsible leadership. These were further validated by an expert panel
in the second phase of this study which was a Delphi study. After an extensive review
of literature on responsible leadership as well as literature on other values-principled
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leadership theories, clear links were identified between the items deduced from the
case studies and Delphi study. Through the synergy of these links, the items for the
scale were conceptualised (Clark & Watson, 1995). This was followed by several
iterations of sorting and writing up items to ensure that the items were worded clearly
and that double-barrelled items which assessed more than one characteristic was
avoided as these create ambiguity and could confuse the respondent (Clark & Watson,
1995). It was important that only the most significant items were introduced in the
scale thus moderating its length, since length can affect responses (Hinkin, 1995). A
7-point Likert-type scale was used that ranged from strongly disagree to strongly agree
(Comrey, 1988). Once the items had been established and the questionnaire layout
finalised, the researcher proceeded with testing the scale to assess its feasibility as well
as its psychometric properties.

3.8.3.2 Sample
The pre-test, pilot and main survey were all conducted in Singapore since the aim was
to understand the factors that influence responsible leadership from a non-Western
context. Since hierarchy in the organisation can influence a leader’s propensity
towards responsible leadership (Voegtlin, 2011), it was important that the overall study
comprised leaders from different hierarchical levels of the organisation. As the first
phase of this mixed method study consisted of a sample of top-level, highly influential,
leaders in Singapore, it was decided that for this phase, the participants should be
second-tier leaders comprising Heads of Department, Managers and Executives. These
leaders were purposively selected for the pre-test and pilot and randomly selected
through the professional services of Qualtrics, a US based research firm, for the main
survey (www.qualtrics.com). The criterion for participants to be eligible to take part
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in the main survey was that they had to be second-tier leaders working in an
organisation that operates in Singapore. A filter question was included at the start of
the survey to ensure that this criteria was met (See Appendix I). The participants were
not necessarily native Singaporeans since the purpose of the study was to find out in
general, how second-tier leaders operating in Singapore perceived responsible
leadership. In the questionnaire, participants were asked to describe a responsible
leader in their organisation as opposed to themselves as a responsible leader.

The Participant Information Sheet (PIS) was attached at the start of the survey
questionnaire as per the requirements of the UOW ethics committee. Both the PIS and
the survey questionnaire were approved by the UOW ethics committee prior to
distribution. The opening statement in the PIS, and hence the questionnaire was: “This
research project aims to explore the factors influencing responsible leadership in
influential Singaporean leaders”. In the questionnaire, participants were asked to
describe a responsible leader in their organisation. The questions began with: “A
responsible leader in my organisation is…”

The complete survey questionnaire is presented in Appendix I.

3.8.4

Data Collection and Instrument Testing

3.8.4.1 Pre-Test
The pre-test was conducted to check that the question content, wording, sequence,
format and layout as well as difficulty of the questions were appropriate (Akter,
D’Ambra & Ray, 2013). The questionnaire was distributed to a sample of twenty95

seven mid-level managers in Singapore from both the private and public sectors.
Seventeen completed questionnaires were returned. The responses from the pre-test
were analysed and the items that were identified as vague or difficult to understand
were addressed. After minor adjustments had been made to the questions, the refined
questionnaire was finalised and used in the pilot test.

3.8.4.2 Pilot Test
The purpose of the pilot study is to determine dimensionality, validity and reliability
of the constructs. A total of 76 people participated in the pilot study of which 55 (72%)
of the responses were complete and useable. The sample was specifically selected to
reflect the demographics of the participants of the main survey. They comprised a
group of second-tier managers and executives from a variety of industries. 60% were
male and 40% were female participants and their ages ranged from 25 – 64.

Partial Least Squares (PLS) based Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) was used to
evaluate the relationship between the constructs and their indicators. This was done
using the SmartPLS 3.0 software (Ringle, Wende, & Becker, 2015). A more detailed
discussion on PLS-SEM will follow in Section 3.8.5.

3.8.4.3 Main Survey
As described above, the sample targeted for the main survey were second-tier or midlevel leaders comprising Heads of Department, Managers and Executives in businesses
that have offices based in Singapore. To ensure the integrity of the survey, the
researcher did not approach prospective participants personally. The survey was
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electronically distributed to a random sample of 1,126 participants by Qualtrics, an
American professional survey distribution company. The integrity of the sample was
determined by including filter questions at the start of the questionnaire that rejected
participants who did not meet the requirements of being a mid-level leader with an
organisation that operates in Singapore. To ensure the quality of the responses,
participants that took less than 50% of the median time estimated to meaningfully
complete the survey were also removed from the final list of completed surveys as
were surveys with spurious responses, for example, all 6s (agree) or 7s (strongly agree)
as this could indicate that these respondent did not put careful thought into their
responses. Two hundred and ten respondents met the criteria and fully completed the
survey satisfactorily resulting in a final response of 18%. To ensure that there was no
response bias, a comparison of the early (20%) and late (20%) response groups was
carried out using paired t-test and no significant differences were found on the survey
items between two groups. The participant information sheet was attached to the start
of the survey as per the requirements of the UOW Ethics Committee Board.

3.8.4.4 Participants for Main Survey
The sample comprises of participants aged between 24 years to 65 and over. Both
genders were approximately equally represented (53% males & 47% females) and
were at education levels of ‘O’ Levels and above (4.8% ‘O’ Levels, 3.8% ‘A’levels,
18% Diploma, 52% Degree, 18% Masters Degree, 1.9% Doctoral Degree, 1%
Professional Degree & 1 % others). Participants worked in a variety of industries both
in the private and public sectors including civil service, construction, manufacturing,
wholesale trade, retail trade, information technology, logistics, health care, hospitality,
and food and beverage (Table 3-3).
97

Table 3-3: Demographic Profile

Items

Categories

Gender

Male
Female

52.9
47.1

Age

< 24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
>64

28.6
33.8
26.2
7.1
2.4
1.9

Occupation

Civil Service
Construction
Manufacturing
Wholesale trade
Retail trade
Transportation or warehousing
Information Technology
Finance or insurance
Real estate
Management of
companies/enterprises
Educational services
Healthcare or social assistance
Arts, entertainment or
recreation
Hospitality
Food and beverage
Others

4.3
5.2
18.6
4.3
1.9
5.7
11
8.6
1.4

'O' Levels or equivalent
'A' Levels or equivalent
Diploma
Degree
Masters Degree
Doctoral Degree
Professional Degree (JD, MD)
Others

4.8
3.8
18
52
17.6
1.9
1
1

Education

Statistics (%)
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1.9
10.5
3.8
1.4
2.4
1.4
17.6

3.8.5

Data Analysis

A construct is referred to as being multidimensional when several distinct but related
dimensions are regarded as a single theoretical concept (Law, Wong and Mobley,
1998). A multidimensional construct is conceived in terms of its dimensions and does
not exist separately from them. Therefore the direction of the relationship between the
construct and its dimensions is important (Edwards, 2001). This implies that the
distinction between reflective and formative indicators must be correctly specified
since failure to do so can threaten the statistical conclusion validity of a study’s
findings (MacKenzie, Podsakoff & Jarvis, 2005). For example, in typical scale
development literature, it is recommended that indicators with low item-to-total
correlations be dropped from the scale to improve consistency reliability. Although
this is appropriate for cases involving reflective indicators since the indicators are all
sampled from the same domain, it is not the case for formative indicators as doing so
could result in the elimination of items that could “likely alter the empirical or
conceptual meaning of a construct” (MacKenzie et al., 2005, p.711).

In the analysis of the relationship between measures and first-order constructs, it has
been illustrated in literature that in a reflective-indicator construct model, the direction
of causality flows from the construct to the measures (Jarvis, Mackenzie & Podsakoff,
2003). The indicators in this type of model should be highly correlated since they all
reflect the same latent construct and thus reflect high levels of internal consistency
reliability. Whereas in a formative-indicator construct model, the measures jointly
influence the latent construct and since the measures are not influenced or caused by
the latent construct, they do not need to be correlated nor have a high internal
consistency (MacKenzie et al., 2005; Chin, 1998a). It is also possible for conceptual
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construct models to encompass a second-level with multiple first-order subdimensions and also for the construct to comprise of a mixture of both reflective and
formative indicators as illustrated in Fig. 3-3 (Edwards, 2001; MacKenzie et al., 2005).

Figure 3-4: Design of Path Model Using PLS

The study applied Partial Least Squares (PLS), a variance based structural equation
modelling technique, that allows for modelling multiple interdependent relationship
and higher-order constructs (Chin, 2010).

In structural equation modelling (SEM), a multivariate technique is utilised that allows
for the simultaneous modelling of relationships among multiple independent and
dependent variables (Akter & Hani, 2011). Econometric perspectives of prediction are
combined with psychometric perspectives of construct validity, to measure
unobservable (latent) variables using observable measures through the modelling of
measurement error (Chin, 1998a). There are two approaches to SEM analysis; the
covariance based SEM (CB-SEM) approach is most popularly used to test and confirm
theory (Akter & Hani, 2011; Chin, 2010; Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt, 2011). This
approach is based on the development of a theoretical covariance matrix which is
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established by a specified set of structural equations. The covariance matrix focuses
on the estimation of a set of parameters that minimises the difference between the
theoretical covariance and estimated covariance matrices (Hair et al., 2011).
The alternative approach to SEM analysis is the variance-based Partial Least Squares
SEM (PLS-SEM). PLS-SEM is the preferable choice of method when the focus of the
research is on prediction and theory development. Unlike CB-SEM, PLS-SEM does
not work with latent variables. Instead, it uses observable variables and applies an
iterative sequence that estimates the coefficients for both the partial ordinary least
squares (OLS) regressions models and structural models (Hair et al., 2011; Reinartz,
Haenlein & Henseler, 2009). The advantages of PLS-SEM are that it has almost no
limiting assumptions with regard to model specifications and data. Moreover, sample
sizes can be very small in relation to the complexity of the proposed model (Chin,
2010). In addition, PLS-SEM is able to manage both formative and reflective
measurement models as well as models that combine the two. Hence, PLS-SEM is
extremely flexible and suitable for complex models (Chin, 2010; Hair et al., 2011;
Wetzels et al., 2009).

PLS-SEM evaluation process utilises prediction-oriented measures. Construct
reliability assessment focuses on the composite reliability (CR) measure (Werts, Linn
& Joreskog, 1974) as an estimate of a construct’s internal consistency (Chin, 2010;
Hair et al., 2011). The model’s convergent validity is determined by the average
variance extracted (AVE) (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) as well as the weights and
loadings of the items within the block (Chin, 2010; Hair et al., 2011). Discriminant
validity is assessed by applying the Fornell-Larcker’s criterion and cross loadings
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981), which assumes that “a latent construct shares more variance
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with its assigned indicators than with another latent variable in the structural model”
(Hair et al., 2011, p.146).

In the structural model evaluation, the primary evaluation criteria are the R-squared
measures and the level and significance of the path coefficients (Hair, 2011). Rsquared measure explains the variance of the endogenous latent variables in the
structural model and its predictive power (Chin, 2009). Standardised beta coefficients
of ordinary least squares regressions are used to evaluate the significance of the path
coefficients of the structural model.

As it is not presumed that the data are normally distributed, PLS-SEM applies nonparametric bootstrapping (Efron & Tibshirani, 1993) to evaluate the precision of the
estimates and test for significance. Bootstrapping involves “repeated random sampling
with replacement from the original sample to create a bootstrap sample, to obtain
standard errors for hypothesis testing” (Hair et al., 2011, p. 148). The bootstrap sample
offers the standard error for each path coefficient which can then be tested using t-tests
to measure the significance of the path model relationships (Hair et al., 2011).

There are several reasons why PLS-SEM was used in the study. First, PLS-SEM is
useful in the development and testing of theory. In the process of validating model,
theory should determine model design rather than methodological necessities (Hair,
Ringle & Sarstedt, 2012). The soft-modelling approach of PLS-SEM gives it the
flexibility to cope with highly complex models hence the research is not restricted by
prescribed methodologies (Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle & Mena, 2012). Second, the common
assumption is that in SEM analysis, the indicators used to measure a latent variable are
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generally reflective in nature and modelling formative indicators could pose
identification problems (Chin, 1998a). However, this is not the case with PLS-SEM as
it can handle both reflective and formative measures. Furthermore, it is not constrained
by identification concerns even in cases of complex models (Chin, 1998a; Hair et al.,
2012). The findings of the first two phases of this study as well as literature indicate
that responsible leadership is a multi-dimensional construct which resulted in the
development of a reflective-formative model. Due to the complexity of the model and
due to the fact that the objective of this study is theory development, PLS-SEM was
the most appropriate choice (Hair et al., 2011). Finally, PLS-SEM is based on an
iterative sequence of ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions and therefore does not
require large sample sizes to achieve optimal levels of statistical power (Reinartzet al.,
2009).

From the research model that was developed for this study which will be discussed in
detail in Chapter Five, responsible leadership is specified as a higher-order construct
which contains four second-order formative constructs and fifteen first-order reflective
sub-constructs (Fig 3-3). The study applies the repeated indicator approach to estimate
the scores for the first-order, second-order and third-order constructs following the
guidelines of Wetzels et al., (2009) and Becker, Klein & Wetzels (2012). The use of
PLS has been suggested to estimate higher-order, reflective-formative constructs to
ensure more theoretical parsimony and less model complexity (Chin, 2010; Law et al.,
1998; MacKenzie et al., 2005; Wetzels et al., 2009). Furthermore, it is suggested to
test novel propositions that particularly suffer paucity of prior theory and are
exploratory in nature (Hair et al., 2011). As with the pilot study, the software package
SmartPLS 3.0 (Ringle et al., 2015) was used to analyse the data using the path
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weighting scheme for the inside approximation (Chin, 1998b; Trenenhaus, Vinzi,
Chatelin & Lauro, 2005; Wetzels et al., 2009) and nonparametric bootstrapping with
5,000 replications (Chin, 1998b; Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt,2013; Trenenhaus et
al., 2005).

The analysis began with estimations of the convergent validity and discriminant
validity of the first-order measurement model comprising the 15 sub-constructs. It also
ensured reliability of the measurement scale by examining composite reliability (CR)
and average variance extracted (AVE) (Chin, 1998b, 2010; Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
The results will be discussed in detail in Chapter Five.

3.9

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

This study adhered to the guidelines provided by the University of Wollongong Human
Research Ethics Committee Board. The research was carried out in an ethical manner
that did not harm or unjustly burden any participant. The participants’ autonomy was
not compromised in any way and they were given the option to not answer any
questions posed by the researcher. Participants participated on their own will and were
given the option to withdraw at any time during the course of the study without any
negative consequences. Participants in all three phases of the study were given a
Participant Information Sheet at the commencement of the study (Appendix E). Those
that participated in the face-to-face interviews and Delphi study were asked to sign a
form which stated their consent to have the information provided by them published
by the researcher. The consent form for participants of the face-to-face interviews also
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enabled them to express their desire either to have their identities disclosed or kept
confidential during the reporting (Appendix F & G).

3.10 SUMMARY

This study applies a rigorous three-phase mixed methodology of qualitative, Delphi
and quantitative methods to answer the research questions: 1) What are the factors that
influence a responsible leader? 2) What are the dimensions of responsible leadership?
3) How does context impact the dimensions of responsible leadership? In Phases One
and Two, the questions were designed to identify the factors that influence responsible
leadership in order to develop the hypotheses for Phase Three. In Phase Three, a
hierarchical conceptual model that represents the multi-dimensional concept of
responsible leadership was conceptualised and a scale to measure the factors that
influence responsible leadership was then developed to test the model. The scale was
created by adapting existing values-based leadership scales that share conceptual
overlaps with responsible leadership and merging these with the findings of Phase One
and Two of this study. The scale was expected to provide more comprehensive
evidence of the multi-level theory of responsible leadership and the influence of
context on its dimensions. These findings could justify the relevance of responsible
leadership in business practices today. The research for this study was conducted in
Singapore to provide a Singaporean perspective which offers a variation from current
literature on responsible leadership. Future research using the scale that has been
developed could be carried out across cultures to compare the differences between how
responsible leadership is perceived from different cultural contexts.
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The methodology applied in this research is complex and although each individual
method described above has been applied in other leadership studies, the combination
of all three methods of qualitative, Delphi and quantitative research into a single study
is novel. Details of the findings and subsequent development and testing of the model
and scale will be discussed in Chapters Four and Five.
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4

4.1

FINDINGS (PART 1): CASE STUDIES AND DELPHI STUDY

INTRODUCTION

A three-phased mixed methodology of qualitative, Delphi and quantitative methods
were applied in this study to answer the research questions: 1) What are the factors
that influence a responsible leader? 2) What are the dimensions of responsible
leadership? 3) How does context impact the dimensions of responsible leadership? In
the first phase of the research, data were collected through in-depth face-to-face
interviews with twenty highly influential leaders in Singapore. The findings were then
developed into case studies. The second phase was a Delphi Study comprising two
iterations and involving six experts from similar or complementary fields of studies.
The results of the case studies and Delphi study were synthesized with theory to
develop the hypotheses and research model. These hypotheses and research model
were then tested in the third phase using a scale developed for the purpose. This chapter
reports on the study findings of Phase One (case studies) and Phase Two (Delphi
study). The findings of Phase Three are reported in Chapter Five.

4.2

CASE STUDIES

Twenty influential leaders were interviewed over the period of July 2013 to February
2014. The interviews were transcribed and combined with multiple sources such as
media reports, speeches made by the interviewees at seminars, conferences and other
public-speaking engagements, company literature and corporate annual reports to
develop individual cases studies. The findings revealed several insightful perspectives
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of responsible leadership from a Singaporean viewpoint. First, it is noted that most of
the leaders saw effective leadership and responsible leadership as being mutuallyreinforcing. Second, although the traits of the leader were important factors in the
enactment of responsible leadership, it appears that the role of context also plays an
important part in the leader’s propensity towards responsible leadership in Singapore.

4.2.1

Findings from the Interviews

During the interviews, the leaders were first asked to describe effective leadership.
They were then asked to describe responsible leadership and to explain how they
practised responsible leadership within their organisation as well as in society. The
reason for asking them to describe both effective and responsible leadership was to
determine how the leaders differentiate between the two types of leadership since
literature has shown that responsible and effective leadership are inter-connected
(Lynham & Chermack, 2006; Waldman and Galvin, 2008). Drawing the distinction
between responsible and effective leadership enabled the researcher to ascertain a clear
definition of responsible leadership from the perspective of the participants.

4.2.2

Key Themes and Categories

From the preliminary data analysis, emergent themes were pursued in keeping with
the common strategy of the grounded theory method as described in Chapter Three
(Charmaz, 2006). The researcher worked systematically towards abstraction. Using
line-by-line coding, the codes were collated into groups using Microsoft Excel to
create an overall chart at the start. This led to 89 concepts which were later narrowed
down to 28 themes. Theoretical sampling was carried out which included additional
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interviews with questions that focused on the emergent theories. By conducting
iterative comparative analysis, the themes were sorted based on similarities and
differences in the participants’ accounts as well as secondary data such as media
reports, company literature, public speeches and lectures given by the interviewees.
After several iterations (Stake, 2000), the final set of themes and categories emerged:
People Orientation, Ethical Actions and Traits, Ethical Standards and Accountability,
Ethical Awareness and Context (Table 4-1).

Table 4-1: Finalised Themes and Categories
FINALISED KEY THEMES AND CATEGORIES
Themes
Categories
Agreeableness
People orientation
Empowerment
Role model
Humility
Integrity
Empathy
Fairness

Ethical actions and traits

Ethical guidance
Role clarification

Ethical standards and
accountability

Stakeholder Orientation
Organisational stewardship

Ethical awareness

National culture
Ethos
Governance
Education
Business Environment
Social Environment

Context
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4.2.2.1 People Orientation
A majority of the interviewees described both effective and responsible leaders as
being people oriented. They felt that care and concern for people, inspiring them and
empowering them were extremely important in both attributes of leadership.

More than 50% of the interviewees said that it is the responsibility of leaders to take
care of their people and in turn, this level of care is reciprocated by followers, with
loyalty and trust.

As Participant 19, founder and director of a chain of bakeries and cafes, noted:
“A responsible leader… is about taking care of your people, paying them on
time, paying them a fair wage and helping them out if they have a problem even
financially.”
The managing director of a multi-million dollar automotive conglomerate described
other Singaporean leaders that he has met and had dealings with as all being “very
good leaders who are responsible and who care for their people”. Others encouraged
their employees to have informal huddles where they share personal experiences as the
personal touch made a leader appear more sincere, approachable and trustworthy.

The founder of a successful chain of bakeries and cafes said:
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“I want my people to be happy because when they are happy, they pipe the
icing better, knead the dough better… people tend to do the right thing even
when no one is looking because they are happy to do what they are doing.”
Participant 9, who is the CEO of Singapore’s most prominent art centre, explained that
Asian economies are still dominated by many family-type practices and this has
translated into the family-type treatment of employees where leaders look after their
flock. He said that it was important to set the tone that his is a caring organisation and
that in doing so, a different sort of relationship develops between management and
employees.

Participant 8, whose organisation employs over 4000 employees, summarised the
importance of care for others when he concluded that “the very soft, touchy, feely
concept of an organisation’s culture is hugely important”.

The ability to empower and inspire people to be the best that they can be was also
highlighted as an important factor of responsible leadership. For example, Participant
19 explained the importance of giving her employees room to grow. She believes in
continual education and offers sponsorships to those who would like to further their
studies.

As Participant 10, who previously owned a chain of pubs and restaurants, put it:
“A leader has to be more of a mentor…he has to impart a lot of knowledge
throughout the structure, delegate, empower and make sure that his or her
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skills are filtered down the structure…people are talented and if you can
empower them, then really at the end of the day it is a multiplier”
Participant 4, Senior Vice President of a bank, stressed the need for the leader to be an
inspiration to others when he said:
“You have to be able to inspire. I think that is for me the number one criteria
– if you can’t inspire, you can’t lead…inspire them from bad to good…from
good to greater…”
However in an opposing case, an interviewee from a government agency said that
although he practised empowerment and care for his subordinates, he felt that those at
the top were too far removed from what happens in the lower ranks and these leaders
tend to “pass the buck” to those below them.

Overall, the findings indicate that most leaders in Singapore are people oriented who
believe that care and compassion for their people, as well as empowerment, are integral
parts of responsible leadership.

4.2.2.2 Ethical Actions and Traits
Demonstrating that a leader possesses ethical traits and acts accordingly appeared as
an important influence of responsible leadership. Leaders have to behave as role
models, walk the talk, demonstrate consistency and show integrity.

The findings indicate that responsible leaders must behave as a role model for others.
They must be consistent in their actions as this would inspire their followers and
motivate them to be both effective and responsible. Fourteen of the twenty
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interviewees emphasised the importance of being role models who lead by example
and “walk the talk”. For example, the CEO of an arts centre said:
“You need to “walk the talk”, talk is cheap - everyone needs to see that it is
really an integral part of the company’s DNA - that it is not superficial”.
Participants 3 and 9 both stressed the need for consistency of values while participant
4 insisted that consistency has to be practised in a leader’s public and private life in
order for the leader to earn the respect of his peers and subordinates. A former deputy
director of Singapore’s education centre for top scientists gave an example of the
repercussions of inconsistency within an organisation:
“There was too much constantly rethinking directions - no consistency. There
is no commitment to the big picture and they get nervous and change direction
frequently - making the employees lose confidence.”
A trait that was frequently associated with both responsible and effective leadership
was integrity. A total of 65% of those interviewed felt that having integrity is an
extremely important leadership trait. As explained by participant 19:
“…most important is integrity. If we have integrity, everything else will fall
into place. It is integrity that will make us do good when no one is looking, it
is integrity that makes us know the difference between right and wrong.”
Participant 5 explained the influence of integrity on responsible leadership further
when he said:
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“Aside from the law, leaders are also guided by their values and belief systems
– what is beyond the written rules; I will not condone making excuses to justify
breaking the rules because it is warranted.”
He also stressed that the decisions he makes always take into consideration the
community and he is careful not to profit at its expense. Participant 2 was adamant that
she would not compromise her principles and integrity just for a business opportunity
and would prefer to forfeit the business and go elsewhere, further illustrating that the
leaders in Singapore demonstrated visible ethical actions and traits.

Participant 10 spoke of the importance of being upfront and absolutely transparent and
talked about being “straight-up” in all his dealings. He said:
“People think that business is like playing poker – (being) overly smart but
there is a difference between being smart and being unethical and untruthful”
However, several interviewees admitted that it was sometimes a challenge to manage
the conflict between doing what is right and doing what their shareholders want.
Participant 16, who gave up his job as a successful banker to start a social enterprise
said:
“There are times it challenges me because it hurts me financially to be
responsible but you persevere although it seems conceptually wrong… maybe
it is being idealistic”
The chairman of a luxury hotel chain explained why leaders face tensions between
being effective and being responsible:
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“All the problems we had with the financial crisis isn’t due to the fact that
CEOs are inherently bad people. People respond to KPIs and they are like
Pavlovian dogs – you give them a certain impetus, they react in a certain way.
So when the whole society and capitalism defines that the job of the CEO is to
maximise shareholders’ profits, then any smart guy is going to do everything
possible to get the share price as high as possible even if it means non-ethical
practices because that’s what a good CEO does.”
Participant 4, a senior banker, summed up the challenge that leaders in Singapore face:
“In Singapore, it is a very growth-driven economy- a growth-driven financial
and banking sector – very cut-throat as you say. It’s tough, it is ruthless,
therefore the chase for numbers makes us focus so much on business numbers
that non-business numbers like CSR are (focused on) a little bit lesser”
Participant 1, a former top-ranking civil servant and now Group President of
Singapore’s leading investment fund that manages the Singapore government’s
financial assets, described the difficult decision-making process:
“Every time somebody comes to you and says, ‘we’ve been given this deal but
our partners expect us to be doing something which is not exactly kosher’. Do
you decide in that instance, on the basis of ‘if I don’t agree to these things
which are not kosher, the potential partner has many other candidates and I
lose an opportunity’…Or are we going to look at it in terms of ‘this is an
integrity issue, I cannot agree to it because if I do agree to it, then I am telling
my employees that yes, our values are integrity but in this instance let’s forget
about it’…”
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When Participant 9 was asked how he manages to continuously make responsible
decisions despite having a Board of Directors to answer to, he explained that when it
comes to making tough decisions, leaders must be guided by the very values that they
say are important to them and that they must be transparent and communicate their
reasons for making the decision. In doing so, leaders will develop trusting long-term
sustainable relationships with their stakeholders.

These representative interview quotes suggest that the ethical traits and actions of a
leader are important in the enactment of responsible leadership with being a role model
as well as exercising transparency, integrity, and consistency in one’s actions as the
top descriptors. It is also evident that despite the ethical traits that leaders possess, they
sometimes find it difficult to balance the demands of their shareholders with the
responsibility towards their stakeholders.

4.2.2.3 Ethical Standards and Accountability
There was unanimous agreement that ethical lapses cannot be tolerated and that rules
and expectations of ethical behaviour or a code of ethics has to be laid out and followed
by all. For example, Participant 5, a senior manager at a finance conglomerate, said:
“In pursuit of the results, a very important underlying step is that when it
comes to compliance, when it comes to governance, the laws and the rules,
there is no compromise”.
Participant 9 confirmed the importance of ethical accountability when he said:
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”Money cannot buy you power and influence; money should not buy you a
different interpretation of what’s right and wrong”
Several interviewees stressed that everyone, including the leader, has to be answerable
and accountable for their actions and in the case of leaders; they must also be
responsible for the actions of their subordinates. A successful restaurateur explained
that at the end of the day, the ultimate responsibility lies with him and he takes full
responsibility for his staff’s actions. Apart from inculcating a philosophy of CSR
within his organisation, such as protecting the environment by not serving sharks’ fins
and blue and yellow fin tuna at his restaurants, he has also put into place a culture of
selflessness and helpfulness amongst his staff and prefers to offer the carrot as an
incentive leaving the stick only for repeated wrong-doings.

However Participant 13, Managing Director of a marine engineering firm, was
conflicted when asked about operating in countries where the rule of law were not
strictly implemented leading to bribery becoming an accepted business practice. She
said that whilst she does not condone unethical practices such as giving or taking bribes
within her organisation, she can understand why it is an acceptable practice in some
countries where the average person struggles to make ends meet. She said:
“Some of the third world countries…look at the petty salaries they are
getting…if they don’t get all this extra (kickbacks) then how can they survive?
We need to look at the context – the situation.”
The need to consider the context of a situation was echoed by 10 of the 20 participants
interviewed most of whom said that there are times when leaders have to study the
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situation and use their moral judgement especially in cases where decision-making is
not straight forward.

The findings indicate that implementing a set of ethical standards and holding
everyone within the organisation, including the leader, accountable for their actions is
an important aspect of enacting responsible leadership. The findings also illustrate that
leaders do not tolerate lapses in morality in most circumstances. However there are
certain situations that may require leaders to exercise relational intelligence, which
combines emotional intelligence with ethical intelligence (moral awareness, moral
imagination and moral reflection) when making decisions.

4.2.2.4 Ethical Awareness
The leaders interviewed indicated that being responsible required them to look beyond
their organisations towards society at large as well as the environment. For instance,
Participant 5 explained his leadership philosophy:
“For a company to do well, they have to be responsible to every stakeholder
be it the customer, the partner, supplier. I think that is where we can have a
win-win mentality and go a long way in terms of sustainability. Whatever
decisions (we make) will have to take into consideration the community not
profiteering at the expense of maybe the environment and the community”
The majority of the interviewees demonstrated a broad ethical awareness and believed
that their responsibilities extended beyond the bottom line. Participant 3 said:
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“The people I know and meet, I see that they are very good leaders who are
responsible. I hear a lot of them talk about how responsible they are to their
people, their employees, their customers…and it is not just talk – I see it”
The majority of interviewees were concerned with the greater good and the means for
achieving the ends. Fourteen participants said that they held strong values and believe
their actions should extend to multiple stakeholders. They all have long-term
orientation and are aware that their decisions have to be ethical in order to remain
sustainable. While the majority had no ulterior motives and felt that caring for their
stakeholders and practising corporate social responsibility (CSR) was simply the right
thing to do, five of the participants mentioned that adopting a positive stakeholder
orientation and practising CSR can result in long-term profits for the organisation.
However the Executive Chairman of one of Singapore’s top universities adamantly
rejected this opinion when he said:
“What I am trying to do in business schools and elsewhere is to just take out
the word ‘shareholders maximisation’ and replace it with ‘stakeholder
maximisation’…I object to the whole sterile debate that CSR is good because
it actually helps your P & L (Profit and Loss) at the end of the day. Once you
reject that there is a false dichotomy there, you will just say that CSR is actually
part of what you should do, because once you accept – stakeholder
maximisation – that to me is responsible leadership.”
There were however some contrasting views about caring for those beyond the
organisation For example, there were two leaders who felt that when it comes to
philanthropy, “charity begins at home” and that they “could only care for those beyond
their organisation once they were able to fully provide for those within their
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organisation”. They did however explain that this didn’t mean that they would make
decisions that would harm society or the environment.

The most contrasting response on how care should be administered beyond the
organisation was from Participant 10 who had a completely different opinion of his
obligations to those beyond his organisation:
“If I am generating a lot of profit and I am paying taxes, therefore I am being
responsible to society because I am paying my taxes and my taxes are going to
a government whose duty is to be responsible to society.”
In his opinion, by successfully running his business, he is contributing to society (in
the form of the taxes that he pays) and it was the government’s responsibility to
distribute his contributions to those in need. That being said, this leader strongly
believes in making decisions that will not harm society or the environment. He has
also been hailed by the community and the press as being a responsible leader who
cares and inspires his employees and has received commendations for being an
exemplary employer.

The findings above indicate that responsible leaders are perceived as possessing a
strong ethical awareness that extends beyond the organisation to include society and
the environment. However their inspiration to perform CSR differs from case-to-case
and while some leaders view it as part of their business strategy, others simply believe
that it is the right thing to do.
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4.2.2.5 Context
The interviewee accounts illustrate that context also influences responsible leadership
and from the Singaporean perspective, the ethos and national culture of the country
influences a leader’s propensity to behave responsibly. As explained by a former
district judge:
“If you talk about the average business leader (in Singapore), I think he is
fortunate because the ethos of the country helps him out (with leading
responsibly). The ethos of the country is incorruptibility so he doesn’t have to
compromise in terms of corruption. The ethos of the country is integrity so he
doesn’t have to worry about his pay and other things. So he is constrained by
the ethos of the country, so that becomes important”
Participant 10, explained how Singapore’s national culture and ethos is instilled in its
people and how it influences their propensity to make responsible decisions:
“It is a combination of our upbringing, our exposure when growing up, the
standards set by our Government. Our school system is based on
righteousness…we grew up by the book, we become moulded as people who
try to behave by the book. If we go to Indonesia (or elsewhere) and there is an
opportunity to bribe, a lot of Singaporeans would try to avoid that because they
are not cut out to be like that, it is not part of their DNA”
More than 50% of the participants felt that history, the life stories one is told and one’s
life experiences are the building blocks of good ethical values and the character of a
person. They also believe that these are the same factors that have moulded the
Singaporean culture and as such, that of its people. Participant 20 said:
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“As you grow up, the culture you see in life…that’s what you will become”
While Participant 5 said:
“The experiences in life mould our character”
Participant 1 summarised how Singaporeans developed a sense of right and wrong
through history and life experiences when he said:
“Ethics is the whole fundamental foundation upon which Singapore has
survived – it’s the integrity of the system…The story of Singapore is one where
you say, ‘I believe that we will distinguish ourselves compared to virtually all
other countries in the world by being people of our word, by demonstrating
trustworthiness, by demonstrating that our people can be relied on’…”
The interviewee accounts also indicated that contextual factors such as education and
governance also influence responsible leadership. Two participants attributed their
education in mission schools as the foundation for their deep-seated values. One of
them spoke of the influence his years in school had on his character:
“As a mission school, it was about being righteous, doing the right thing,
values-driven. Whether you were religious or not, it was really about being a
good person. The emphasis was not just on academic rigor but also the holistic
education”
More than 50% of the participants also spoke about how the rule of law in Singapore
helped them behave responsibly. For instance, Participant 2 said:
“The rules provide good guidelines. It’s like putting up railings at the balcony
so you don’t fall off”
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When asked about the rules-based style of governance in Singapore and if it has
influenced the values of Singaporeans, Participant 14, who has played a significant
role in Singapore’s judiciary system said,
“When our forefathers came, they never talked about a rules-based society.
But they lived in enclaves, driven by their own values. Rules-based is an
externally driven concept whereas values are very much internally driven. The
community develops these values and a lot of it (these values) are not lost.
What the rules-based society has done is to provide this layer so that there is
commonality nationally but a lot of these values have already been ingrained
in us”
The leaders interviewed also pointed out that the business and social environment in
which they operate also influences responsible leadership. Participant 10 explained
that even if Singapore didn’t have strict rules, leaders would behave responsibly
because the business and social environment did not require them to do otherwise. He
said:
“I am inclined to think that even if we didn’t have rules, it will not be the law
of the jungle. I think Singapore is a much more developed country, it is wealthy,
it is affluent and it has the luxury of not being so ‘dog eat dog’ like India for
example. So I think that the ethical standards somehow or other will prevail”
Participant 3 felt that Singaporean leaders are “well-brought up, well-read, welltravelled and well-exposed”. He also felt that they are well connected through their
business and social interactions which facilitates working together for the good of
society. He cited the following example:
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“Let’s say leaders in a group playing golf…they’ll say ‘let’s join hands and
start a charity organisation together’ and they would – leaders do that. It is
not uncommon to see leaders sitting on the same committee together for a
charity organisation. They know each other so it is easy to work together”
Participant 9 explained how social environment can affect a leader’s propensity to
behave responsibly when he said:
“If you are someone living hand to mouth, where you do not know where your
next meal is going to come from, I don’t think you are going to be that concern
about sustainability since you have to do what you can to feed your family. So
you slash and burn (referring to the forest fires due to land clearing activities
in Indonesia) because you need food. On the other hand, if you have reached
a stage where you have more than enough wealth…you can sit back and say
‘okay what can I do to help?’”
Although the interviewees’ quotes illustrate that the traits and actions of the leader are
important factors that influence responsible leadership, it is evident that context also
plays a significant role in the enactment of responsible leadership. Factors such as the
ethos of the country, history, culture, education, governance as well as the business
and social environment, such as the wealth of the nation, can influence a leader’s
orientation towards making responsible decisions. Therefore the environment in which
people live can have a strong influence on their development as responsible leaders.
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4.2.2.6 Managerial Factors
Although most of the descriptors of effective and responsible leadership were similar
and used interchangeably by those interviewed, two descriptors were only associated
with effective leadership; these were (1) being able to make effective changes and (2)
keeping the company sustainable (See Table 4.2). Leaders felt that these factors were
“a given” and that it was expected of all leaders. Although these factors appear to be
operational in nature, those interviewed felt that it was a dimension of leadership that
could not be ignored because a company that fails at its managerial duties, fails its
stakeholders and therefore the leadership is deemed to have been irresponsible.
However, since these factors were not used by the interviewees to described
responsible leadership, this category was omitted from the finalised list of themes and
categories.

4.2.3

Link between Responsibility and Effectiveness

Although the purpose of Phase One of the study was to identify the factors that
influence responsible leadership from the perspective of Singaporean business leaders,
a secondary discovery emerged that linked effective and responsible leadership. It was
observed that the participants used the same descriptors and phrases interchangeably
when describing effective leadership and responsible leadership (See Table 4-2).
Probing deeper into the findings on the link between effective and responsible
leadership, it appears that Singaporean leaders perceive responsible leadership and
effective leadership as being interrelated and that managerial factors (being effective)
and values-driven factors (being responsible) converge in the enactment of responsible
leadership. This finding could not be ignored as it offers empirical confirmation of the
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literature that responsible and effective leadership are interconnected (Lynham &
Chermack, 2006; Waldman & Galvin, 2008).
As Participant 3 explained:
“I think a responsible leader is always an effective leader. An effective leader
should be responsible. Effective and responsible is the same. If they are
effective and not responsible then they are not leaders. They are not real
leaders!”
More than 50% of the participants thought that effective leadership and responsible
leadership cannot be separated. However, some admitted that they sometimes
experienced the tension between being an effective leader and being responsible.
Participant 16 explained that there is a balance that everyone has to face:
“There are times when one will be more effective than more responsible and
there are times when one is more responsible than effective”.
There were however some contrasting views. For instance, Participant 8 described a
disagreement he had over the definition of leadership with the CEO of a large oil
company while giving a talk at the Windsor Trust (the Windsor trust is a British NGO
that teaches leadership and is based in Windsor Castle).
“So the question was, ‘what is leadership?’ and he said, ‘leadership is the art
of getting people to do things for you in the most efficient and productive
manner’. I disagreed with that because I call that management. Effective
leadership is essentially good management because the matrix that you are
using here as the adjective for leadership is effectiveness. Effectiveness means
productivity, efficiency etc. To me leadership has two other aspects – one very
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important aspect is the transcendental nature of leadership…where you inspire
people to aspire beyond themselves. Now responsible leadership would be I
think captured quite easily by one word – stakeholder-oriented leadership.”
Participant 14 explained the difference between stakeholder value and shareholder
value when enacting responsible leadership:
“Milton Friedman’s justification – shareholder value – is based solely on the
ethos of fiduciary responsibility. So fiduciary responsibility was his ethos
which arises because of statutory responsibilities. It is not natural, it is
contrived – something they had to do. Whereas if you look at it naturally, at
the CEOs, CEO of NIKKEI and GE, they give up their own monies. They have
their own foundations – they support schools etc. So we ask, ‘why do you do
that (donate money to start a foundation)? It is so unethical (not in keeping
with) to your corporate behaviour?’ They say that their corporate behaviour
requires them to comply with all the stock exchange requirements but with this
(their charitable foundations), they have the freedom to do good (stakeholder
value). Therefore Milton Friedman was advocating a more legalistic approach
rather than a virtuous approach to responsibility”
It appears from the above that being effective and responsible is synergistic but one
may override the other depending on the circumstances. Thus while the connection
between being effective and responsible in leadership is complex, they are linked and
seem to project a cyclical relationship, one feeding into the other.
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Table 4-2: Case Study Findings: Comparison Between Responsible and Effective
Leadership

FINDINGS FROM CASE STUDIES
Leaders’ perception of factors that
influence RESPONSIBLE leadership

Leaders' perception of factors that
influence EFFECTIVE leadership

People orientation
Caring and concern for people

Understanding and caring for others

Being compassionate and kind
Doing no harm to others
Empowering and inspiring others to grow
Being selfless
Treating others as you would like to be
treated
Making decisions for the greater good

Being of service to others
Being responsible for others
Inspiring, empowering and motiving others
Being responsible for others

Ethical actions and traits
Walking the talk
Walking the talk
Leading by example
Setting good examples
Having integrity
Having integrity
Being humble
Being humble
Being able to communicate well
Being able to listen
Being trustworthy
Building trust
Being honest
Taking responsibility
Being transparent
Being ethical
Being consistent in doing the right thing
Being genuine
Being sincere
Being passionate about the work
Being the best at what you do

Ethical standards and accountability
Setting a code of ethics
Does not tolerate ethical lapses

Setting rules and OB markers
Does not tolerate ethical lapses

Expecting all to be answerable and
accountable

Taking responsibility for self and
subordinates

Encouraging team spirit
Practicing values based management

Working as teams not silos
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FINDINGS FROM CASE STUDIES
Leaders’ perception of factors that
influence RESPONSIBLE leadership

Having long term orientation
Being ethically aware

Leaders' perception of factors that
influence EFFECTIVE leadership

Ethical awareness
Having good foresight
Being ethically aware

Being concerned about the sustainability and
welfare of others

Being fair to all stakeholders

Being concerned with serving the greater
good
Being concerned about the means, not just the
ends
Concerned about multiple stakeholder
perspectives
Context
The environment
The ethos of the country
Loyalty to society/patriotism
Religion and moral education
Culture of the community
History - Confucianism, life experiences
Rules and governance
Managerial factors
Being able to make effective changes
Keeping the company sustainable

4.2.4

Summary

The findings of the first phase of this study indicate that people orientation, ethical
actions and traits, ethical standards and accountability, ethical awareness and context
are all dimensions of responsible leadership. The findings also indicate that contextual
factors can influence the leaders’ values and propensity to behave responsibly and that
effective leadership and responsible leadership are linked.
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4.3

DELPHI PHASE

The Delphi phase was introduced into this study to enhance the research by seeking
the opinions of experts in the field. The opportunity to compare the findings from the
case studies with those of the experts from the field enabled the development of a
robust theory of the factors that influence responsible leadership from a Singaporean
context.

4.3.1

Round One

In the first round of the Delphi study, members of the expert panel were given a list of
questions to answer (Appendix C) and were encouraged to provide as much
information including explanatory narratives so that a clearer picture of the factors that
influence responsible leadership could be identified. The purpose was to further
understand the findings from the Phase One.

The experts were asked to describe the factors that influence responsible and effective
leadership. The purpose for asking them to describe both responsible and effective
leadership was to establish if there was a differentiation in their perception of the two
types of leadership styles and to draw them into the debate on Waldman and Galvin’s
(2008) theory that responsible leadership lies at the heart of effective leadership. This
was necessary to better understand the findings of the case studies where effective and
responsible leadership were perceived as being interconnected. The Delphi panel’s
comments indicate that there are several common characteristics that describe both
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responsible and effective leaders. This result is similar to the findings of the case
studies where the leaders interviewed used descriptors interchangeably to describe
both types of leadership. It could therefore be assumed that there is an overlap between
the factors that influence both responsible and effective leadership. The emerging key
thematic ideas for both types of leadership are presented in Table 4-3.
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Table 4-3: Results of Round One of Delphi – Comparison of Factors that Influence
Responsible and Effective Leadership

Frequency

Effective Leadership

Frequency

DELPHI STUDY - RESULTS OF ROUND ONE

4

Capacity and willingness
to listen

5

Caring

3

Motivating

3

Compassionate

3

Caring

2

Considerate

2

Inspiring

2

Empowering

2

Enabling and bringing out
the best in others

2

Inspiring
Motivating

2
2

Respect for others
Compassionate

2
1

Respect for others

2

Considerate

1

Responsible Leadership

People Orientation
Ability to
understand

listen

and

Leadership Traits/Ethical Traits
Values driven

4

Values driven

3

Honest and Trustworthy

3

3

Has integrity

3

Trustworthy
Committed to walk the
talk

3

Has integrity

2

2

Fair

2

Courageous

2

Courageous

1

Dependable

2

Highly adaptable

1

Sense of commitment

1

Self-confident
Great intelligence
quotient (IQ) with good
emotional intelligence
(EQ)

1

Practises
preach
Fair

what

they

3

1

Ethical Awareness
Concern for
stakeholders

multiple

4

Concern for
stakeholders

Prioritises collective good
over self-gain

3

Prioritises collective good
over self-gain

2

Embraces diversity

2

Stakeholder-oriented

2

Stakeholder-oriented

2

Embraces diversity

1
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multiple

2

Effective Leadership

Culture

6

Business environmentlevel of competition

6

Level of corruption

4

Culture

3

4

Social Environment

3

Level of education

4

Boundaries - what is
acceptable and what is not

2

National ethos

4

Political structure

2

Business environmentlevel of competition

4

Level of education

2

Standard of living

3

Level of corruption

1

Social Environment

3

External threats

1

Boundaries - what is
acceptable and what is not

2

Legal framework
enforcement

Religious freedom

1

Freedom of speech

1

Responsible Leadership

Frequency

Frequency

DELPHI STUDY - RESULTS OF ROUND ONE

Context

Legal framework
enforcement

and

and

1

Managerial factors
Able to establish and
articulate clear visions,
objectives and strategies
Change agent
Optimal
mix
of
knowledge
and
application
Technical competence

3
2
1
1

4.3.1.1 People Orientation
The Delphi panel accounts indicate that people orientation influences responsible
leadership. All the experts expressed the importance for both responsible and effective
leaders to be others-centred or people oriented. Some of the descriptors they used were
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demonstrating care, concern and compassion. The experts also spoke of the need for
both types of leaders to empower, inspire and motivate their people. More than 50%
of the experts said that both responsible and effective leaders have to be good
communicators who are willing to listen and understand the situation at hand. These
findings are very similar to those of the case studies in Phase One where people
orientation was also found to have a significant influence on responsible leadership.
However, whilst several of the leaders interviewed in Phase One perceived that caring
for their people results in loyalty, trust and a happier and more dedicated workforce,
the opinion of two of the experts is that being people oriented earns respect for the
leader. As one expert described it:
“Respect that others have of you… that cannot be derived; it has to be a
genuine consequence of the characteristics described above”

4.3.1.2 Ethical Traits
There were several leadership traits that were used to describe both responsible and
effective leaders. Many of these traits relate to ethical behaviour and can be categorised
as ethical traits. The Delphi panel’s accounts illustrate that amongst the list of traits
that responsible and effective leaders possess, ethical traits stand out as having a
significant influence on responsible leadership. The ethical traits described by the
experts were being values-driven, being honest and trustworthy, being fair, having
integrity and a sense of commitment. Three of the six experts felt the need for both
types of leaders to walk the talk and practise what they preach. One expert described
responsible leaders as:
“Having values rooted in moral context with a possession of a moral compass”
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From the Delphi panel’s accounts, it is clear that both effective and responsible leaders
are perceived as being morally upstanding citizens that demonstrate ethical traits and
actions. Although the experts in the Delphi study used some descriptors that were not
used by the leaders in the case studies (Phase One) such as being courageous,
dependable and having a sense of commitment to describe responsible leadership
traits, in general, they described the ethical traits of a responsible leader in the same
way as the leaders in Phase One. Therefore, the findings suggest that the ethical traits
of a leader can influence responsible leadership.

4.3.1.3 Ethical Awareness
Both responsible and effective leaders are believed to have a broad sense of ethical
awareness. The experts used the same descriptors for both types of leaders although
these descriptors were more strongly emphasised in the description of responsible
leaders. The experts said that leaders must embrace diversity and be stakeholderoriented. The majority of the experts on the Delphi panel felt that responsible leaders
must show concern for multiple stakeholders and prioritise collective good over selfgain. These findings were similar to those of the case studies in Phase One and it can
therefore be deduced that ethical awareness is a factor that influences responsible
leadership.

4.3.1.4 Context
It appears from the Delphi panel’s accounts that context plays a role in both responsible
and effective leadership. However, in the case of effective leadership all the experts
(100%) mentioned the business environment, in particular the level of competition as
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an influential factor. Culture and the social environment were also cited by 50% of the
experts as having an influence of effective leadership. In contrast, all the experts cited
culture as the most significant factor that influences responsible leadership. This was
followed by the level of corruption in a country, its legal framework and enforcement,
the level of education, the business environment and the national ethos. 50% of the
experts also spoke of the influences that the social environment can have on
responsible leadership and also how the standard of living can influence a leader’s
propensity to behave responsibly. One expert explained that the environment
(contextual factors), both internal and external, are crucial in the enactment of
responsible leadership. She said:
“Context is more critical to leadership and to developing and implementing
responsible leadership than any other influencing variable. What might be
responsible in one context can be highly irresponsible in another. Time,
history, circumstances – economics, politics and our ever-fragile environment
– change everything. And they change constituents of performance systems,
which in turn changes what is seen to make for responsible leadership (in the
form of effective, ethical and enduring leadership), and necessary
outcome/performance of these leadership components, individually and
together”
The views of the experts in the Delphi study synergise with those of the leaders
interviewed in the case studies in that both groups of people felt that context has a
significant influence on the enactment of responsible leadership. Furthermore, the
experts highlighted how context can change a society’s perception of what is and is
not responsible leadership therefore influencing a leader’s inclination towards
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behaving responsibly. This is a significant finding as it illustrates that when leading in
a different environment, responsible leaders may alter their behaviour to suit the
situation thus indicating that context can impact a leader’s propensity towards ethical
behaviour and responsible leadership.

4.3.1.5 Managerial Factors
As with the findings from the case studies, managerial factors such as technical
competence, an optimal mix of knowledge and application, the ability to develop and
articulate clear visions, objectives and strategies as well as being a change agent were
only used to describe effective leadership. This is not unexpected since these factors
are managerial factors that promote operational efficiency and effectiveness.

4.3.2

Link between Responsibility and Effectiveness

When asked to comment on Waldman and Galvin’s (2008) statement that
“responsibility is at the heart of what effective leadership is all about. In a nutshell to
not be responsible is to not be effective as a leader” (p. 327), there were mixed views
from the experts.

50% of the experts agreed with Waldman and Galvin’s (2008) statement but
cautioned that the term “responsibility” needs to be defined since “there is not one
principle, one rule that grounds responsibility” and “it isn’t enough to be
responsible, to be effective one needs to be competent (good at what one does)”.
Another expert agreed since the end doesn’t justify the means and short-term
successes can become undone when responsible management is compromised.
137

Another expert said that responsible leadership requires both ethics and effectiveness
but also requires endurance as all three are needed to enact ‘responsibleness’.

The rest of the experts disagreed with Waldman and Galvin’s (2008) statement. One
felt that the statement is naïve since “an efficient work process can deliver efficient
and effective results towards an objective of profit maximisation while having a
negative impact on those executing the process” while the other said that “leaders
can be both effective and irresponsible for example Adolf Hitler”.

Unlike in the case studies where most leaders interviewed felt that effective
leadership and responsible leadership were mutually reinforcing, it was not the case
with the experts in the Delphi study who had mixed responses as indicated above.
The experts made a valid point in saying that the means to an end is extremely
important in the enactment of responsible leadership. Responsible leadership requires
the consideration of the well-being of stakeholders both inside and outside the
organisation in the course of being effective; whereas effective leadership is
performance-oriented and seems to only require the consideration of the well-being
of the shareholders of the organisation. At the same time, effective leadership could
include responsibility. However, it was interesting to note that although the experts
did not all agree with the statement that effective and responsible leadership were
mutually reinforcing, they had used similar descriptors for both responsible and
effective leadership when asked to list the factors that influenced these two types of
leadership in the first round of the study. Thus to conclude on the basis of the
interview findings that responsible and effective leadership are mutually reinforcing
was too simplistic. It was therefore important to conduct further investigations to
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understand why the experts felt that the same qualities were needed by both types of
leadership yet not all saw the interconnectedness between the two. The questionnaire
for Round Two was therefore designed to draw deeper insights into these findings
from Round One.

4.3.3

Round Two

In the second and final iteration, the findings of Round One were compiled into a
questionnaire (Appendix D). The descriptors of both effective and responsible
leadership were combined into a list from which the experts were required to rate the
top five factors that influence responsible leadership as well as effective leadership in
order of importance. They were also given the opportunity to add factors that they
felt were important but had not been included in the list and then to do a second
rating which included the factors they had added to the list (see Appendix D). The
purpose of this part of the study was to first, gather a deeper understanding of the
connection between effective and responsible leadership and second, to develop a list
of critical factors that influence responsible leadership in Singapore for the
development of the hypotheses and the scale to measure responsible leadership.

In Round Two, the experts were asked to assign a ranking from 1-5 (1 for the least
important and 5 for the most important) to the factors that influence responsible and
effective leadership that had been identified by them in Round One. The total score
for each factor was then calculated as a percentage using the following formula:
𝑋
× 100
𝑌
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X being the total score obtained for each factor and Y representing the maximum
possible score obtainable of 30 points (5 points multiplied by 6 participants). The
percentages for each factor determined its position on the list of twenty-two factors
presented to the experts.

The findings indicated that the three most highly rated factors that influenced
responsible leadership were “having integrity”, followed by “prioritises collective
goods over self-gain” and “being caring, considerate and compassionate” (Table 44). These factors fall into the categories of ethical traits, ethical awareness and people
orientation respectively, which had been identified as dimensions of responsible
leadership in Phase One. Whereas the three most highly rated factors that influenced
effective leadership starting with the most highly rated were; “is highly adaptable,
embodies both a willingness and an ability to change”, “has wisdom” and “has an
optimal mix of knowledge and application of running a business” (Table 4-4). These
descriptors had not been identified as factors that influence responsible leadership by
the leaders interviewed in Phase One (Qualitative study). The results indicate that
from the experts’ perspective, although there are common factors that are identified
as influencing both responsible and effective leadership, not all factors are similar
across the two types of leadership and the prioritisation of importance for those that
are similar are different for each type of leadership. These findings indicate that from
the perspective of the experts, there is a differentiation between the factors that
influence each type of leadership. Moreover, the absence of the descriptors, ranked
by the experts as having the most important influence on effective leadership, from
the results of Phase One, could be the reason why the views of the expert panel and
the participants of Phase One differed.
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Table 4-4: Delphi Analysis of the Factors that Influence Responsible and Effective
Leadership
Analysis of Delphi Responses – Round Two
Factors that influence
Factors that influence
Rating
Responsible
Score
Rating
Effective Leadership
Leadership
Highly adaptable,
1
Has integrity
53%
1
embodies willingness
and ability to change
Prioritises collective
2
36%
2
Has wisdom
good over self-gain
Has optimal knowledge
Caring, considerate and
3
31%
3
and application to run
compassionate
business
Able to meet business
4
Is fair
30%
4
objectives
Inspiring, motivating,
Committed to walk the
encourages learning;
5
talk/practise what they
23%
5
bringing out the best in
preach
others
Concerned about the
Committed to walk the
6
sustainability of the
20%
6
talk/practise what they
organisation
preach
Concerned about
Concerned
7
/commitment to
18%
7
about/commitment to
multiple stakeholders
multiple stakeholders
Far-sighted with
8
Has wisdom
16%
8
progressive outlook
Willing to listen, to
9
understand and
10%
9
Is principled
suspend judgment
10
Is principled
8%
10
Is articulate
Balances power and
reciprocity between
11
3%
11
Has integrity
leadership and
followership
Is able to establish,
Has optimal knowledge
articulate and safeguard
12
and application to run
3%
12
visions, mission,
business
objectives and strategies
Nurtures balance of
power and reciprocity
Highly adaptable,
between leadership and
13
embodies willingness
3%
13
followership since it is
and ability to change
the followers that give
the voice and purpose to
leadership
Prioritises long-term
14
growth over short-term
gains
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Score

33%
33%
26%
25%

21%

17%

15%
15%
13%
13%
13%

13%

11%

8%

Rating

Analysis of Delphi Responses – Round Two
Factors that influence
Factors that influence
Responsible
Score
Rating
Effective Leadership
Leadership
Willing to listen, to
15
understand and suspend
judgment
Concerned about the
16
sustainability of the
organisation
Has great IQ balanced
17
with good EQ

Score

6%

6%
6%

When asked to rate the contextual factors that influence responsible leadership based
on the results from Round One, the experts rated the top three factors as “the level of
corruption in a country”, “whether the system (organisational or social) values moral
behaviour and the consequences of this behaviour as much as profits” and “whether
the system (organisational or social) focuses on both people and performance” (Table
4-5). The results illustrate that contextual factors play a significant role in the
enactment of responsible leadership. Also the organisational or social system that the
environment adopts, the type of governance, legal framework and enforcement as
well as the ethos of the nation rank at the top of contextual factors that influence
responsible leadership.
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Table 4-5: Analysis of the Contextual Factors that Influence Responsible Leadership

Contextual factors that influence Responsible Leadership
Rating
1
2

Descriptors
Level of corruption
Whether the system (organisational or social) values moral
behaviour and the consequences of this behaviour as much as
profits

4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Whether the system (organisational or social) focuses on both
people and performance
Legal framework and enforcement
The ethos of a country
Education and literacy level
The scale/magnitude of the operations and problems faced
Political stability
Economic competitiveness of the country
Economic level of citizens/employees

11

Political freedom

3

45%
28%
25%
25%
20%
13%
13%
17%
10%
8%

13
14

Cultural sensitivity – what is considered acceptable and what
is not.
The national culture of the country
Freedom of speech

15

The performance management system

12

Score
51%

6%
3%
3%
3%

In summary, the results of the Delphi Study support the findings of Phase One that
people orientation, the ethical traits and ethical awareness of the leader as well as
context all play important roles in a leader’s propensity towards responsible
leadership. However while there were similarities in the factors that the experts used
to describe both responsible and effective leadership, not all the factors were similar
and the degree of significance of those that were similar differed between the two
types of leaderships. This indicates that there are factors that are considered highly
important for the enactment of responsible leadership but not as important in
effective leadership practices and this could be the reason why not all the experts
agreed with Waldman and Galvin’s (2008) statement that “to not be responsible is to
not be effective as a leader” (p. 327).
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4.4

SUMMARY OF THE CASE STUDIES AND DELPHI STUDY

Both the case studies and Delphi study support what is found in the literature that
responsible leadership is a multi-dimensional construct (Pless & Maak, 2011; Stahl
& Sully de Luque, 2014). The comparison of the findings indicate that the leaders
interviewed in the case studies and the experts that participated in the Delphi study
share similar viewpoints on the factors that influence responsible leadership. From
the combined findings of both phases of this study, four dimensions of responsible
leadership have been identified as being convergent. These are People Orientation,
Ethical Actions and Traits, Ethical Awareness and Context. Fifteen sub-dimensions
namely Agreeableness, Empowerment, Role model, Humility, Integrity, Empathy,
Fairness, Ethical Guidance, Stakeholder Orientation and Ethical Awareness,
National Culture, Governance, Education, Social Environment and Business
Environment were also identified. However, in contrast to the case studies, the
Delphi experts did not cite any factors that were related to the dimension Ethical
Standards and Accountability. However, it was a salient topic in the face-to-face
interviews and therefore it was decided that it should be included as a dimension. In
addition, the final dimension, Managerial Factors, was dropped from the list in the
next phase of the study since it is only related to effective leadership and the focus of
this study is on responsible leadership.

The convergence of most of the findings from Phases One and Two of this study
indicate that both the Singaporean leaders and the Delphi panel perceive responsible
leadership in a similar manner (See Table 4-6). It also highlights that both groups use
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similar descriptors interchangeably to describe the factors that influence responsible
and effective leadership. However, the ratings of the descriptors given by the expert
panel in the second round of the Delphi study offered a clearer understanding of the
significance of these similarities. It appeared that although the same descriptors were
used for both types of leadership, the order of importance of these descriptors were
not the same for each type of leadership (See Table 4-4). For example, ‘has integrity’
was rated as the most important factor in responsible leadership but was only rated in
eleventh place when the experts evaluated the factors that influence effective
leadership. It could therefore be assumed that although the factors of responsible and
effective leadership are similar, the significance of these factors in the enactment of
each type of leadership is different.

In sum, the findings of Phase One and Two of this study offer confirmation of the
factors that influence responsible leadership not just from a Singaporean perspective
but also from the experts’ point of view. These findings enabled the generation of the
hypotheses, research model and scale for Phase Three of the study (Bryman 2006)
which will be reported in the next chapter.
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Table 4-6: Comparison between Case Studies (Phase One) and Delphi Study (Phase
Two) Results

Responsible leadership
Case Studies

Effective Leadership

Delphi Study

Case Studies

Delphi Study

People orientation
Caring and concern

Caring

Understanding and
caring

Caring

Compassionate and
kind

Considerate

Being of service to
others

Considerate

Doing no harm to
others

Compassionate

Being responsible
for others

Compassionate

Empowering and
inspiring others to
grow

Empowering

Inspiring,
empowering and
motiving others

Enabling and
bringing out the best
in others

Being Selfless

Inspiring

Being responsible
for others

Inspiring

Being able to
communicate well

Motivating

Being able to listen

Motivating

Treating others as
you would like to
be treated

Ability to listen and
understand

Capacity and
willingness to listen

Being Selfless

Respect for others

Respect for others

Ethical actions and traits
Walking the talk

Values driven

Walking the talk

Values driven

Leading by
example

Honest and
Trustworthy

Setting good
examples

Trustworthy

Having integrity

Fair

Having integrity

Fair

Being humble

Has integrity

Being humble

Has integrity

Being trustworthy

Practises what they
preach

Building trust

Committed to walk
the talk

Being honest

Courageous

Taking
responsibility

Courageous

Being transparent

Dependable

Being ethical

Highly adaptable

Being consistent in
doing the right
thing

Sense of
commitment

Being genuine

Self-confident
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Responsible leadership
Case Studies

Effective Leadership

Delphi Study

Case Studies

Being sincere

Being passionate
about the work

Practicing values
based management

Being the best at
what you do

Delphi Study
Great intelligence
quotient with good
emotional
intelligence

Ethical standards and accountability
Setting a code of
ethics

Setting rules and
OB markers

Does not tolerate
ethical lapses

Does not tolerate
ethical lapses

Expecting all to be
answerable and
accountable

Taking
responsibility for
self and
subordinates

Encouraging team
spirit

Working as teams
not silos
Ethical awareness

Having long term
orientation

Embraces diversity

Having good
foresight

Embraces diversity

Being ethically
aware

Concern for
multiple
stakeholders

Being ethically
aware

Concern for multiple
stakeholders

Being concerned
about the
sustainability and
welfare of others

Prioritises collective
good over self-gain

Being fair to all
stakeholders

Prioritises collective
good over self-gain

Concern with
serving the greater
good

Stakeholderoriented

Stakeholder-oriented

Concern about the
means, not just the
ends
Concern about
multiple
stakeholder
perspectives
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Responsible leadership
Case Studies

Effective Leadership

Delphi Study

Case Studies

Delphi Study

Context
The environment

Culture

Culture

The ethos of the
country

Social Environment

Social Environment

Loyalty to
society/patriotism

Boundaries - what is
acceptable and what
is not

Boundaries - what is
acceptable and what
is not

Level of corruption

Level of corruption

Legal framework
and enforcement

Legal framework
and enforcement

Level of education

Level of education

Business
environment- level
of competition
Standard of living

Business
environment- level
of competition
External threats

Religious freedom

Political structure

Religion and moral
education
Culture of the
community
History Confucianism, life
experiences
Rules and
governance

Freedom of speech
National ethos
Managerial factors
Being able to make
effective changes

Optimal mix of
knowledge and
application

Keeping the
company
sustainable

Technical
competence
Able to establish
and articulate clear
visions, objectives
and strategies
Change agent
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5

5.1

FINDINGS (PART 2): CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND
HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT AND TESTING

INTRODUCTION

In the third phase of this three-phase mixed methodology study, the results of Phase
One (case studies) and Phase Two (Delphi study) were compared, contrasted and
synthesised with current literature to develop an instrument to measure the factors of
responsible leadership from a Singaporean context. The hypotheses were derived from
the findings of Phases One and Two of the study which were combined with extant
literature. A research model was then developed to represent these hypotheses. A scale
was created to empirically test the research model so as to ascertain what factors
influence responsible leadership, the dimensions of responsible leadership and the
impact that context has on the dimensions of responsible leadership from a
Singaporean perspective. This chapter will firstly describe the hypotheses and research
model, followed by the scale development process and finally it will report on the
findings of the quantitative survey.

5.2

DEVELOPMENT OF HYPOTHESES AND RESEARCH MODEL

To derive what factors influence responsible leadership from a Singaporean
perspective, face-to-face interviews with 20 influential leaders in Singapore were
conducted in Phase One of this study. These interviews were developed into case
studies which were then analysed using grounded theory. The findings of these case
studies, as reported in Chapter Four, revealed that responsible leadership is a multi149

dimensional, hierarchical and context specific construct. This supports current
literature on responsible leadership (Pless & Maak, 2011; Stahl & Sully de Luque,
2014). To strengthen these findings, a Delphi study (Phase Two) was conducted
involving 6 experts from the field of responsible leadership or complementary fields
of study. The results of the findings from the Delphi study confirmed those of the case
studies as reported in Chapter Four. The findings of the first two phases of this study
were systematically synthesised with extant literature review as discussed in the next
sections of this chapter. The conclusion derived from these findings is that responsible
leadership is a multi-dimensional construct with four primary dimensions and fifteen
sub-dimensions. By investigating the association amongst the dimensions and subdimensions, it was possible to propose relevant hypotheses and thus develop the
research model representing the factors that influence responsible leadership.

The research model consists of the four primary dimensions People Orientation,
Ethical Traits, Ethical Accountability and Context. Each primary dimension is
reflected by several sub-dimensions. People orientation is reflected by the subdimensions agreeableness and empowerment. Ethical traits is reflected by role model,
humility, integrity, empathy and fairness. Ethical accountability is reflected by ethical
guidance, shareholder orientation and ethical awareness and finally context is
supported by national culture, governance, education, social environment and
business environment (Fig 5-1).
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Figure 5-1: The Research Model

In the following sections, the study proposes the hypotheses based on the research
model:

5.2.1

Dimensions

5.2.1.1 People-Orientation
People-orientation describes leaders’ disposition towards care and concern for their
people (Trevino et al., 2003). In the case study and Delphi findings, two core themes
were consistently identified as constituting people orientation; agreeableness and
empowerment. Agreeableness describes individuals who are caring and compassionate
towards others and who are more likely to focus on relational development (Kalshoven
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et al., 2011a). Leaders high in agreeableness are likely to be fair and respectful to their
employees and to treat them well (Brown & Trevino, 2006). Empowerment represents
how the leader fosters an environment where followers are encouraged to develop selfconfidence and positive personal growth (Mittal & Dorfman, 2012). Leaders that
empower their people inspire, motivate and respect them for their intrinsic values
(Palmer, 2009). Being people-oriented enables the development of strong emotional
connections with others, which results in a deep respect. This deep-seated respect for
others prevents leaders from using people merely as a means to their own ends which
is a fundamental aspect of leading ethically (Palmer, 2009). One of the essential
characteristics of responsible leadership is cultivating and building ethically sound
relationships with all stakeholders both inside and outside the organisation thus
responsible leaders orientate towards concern for others (Pless and Maak, 2011).
People orientation therefore has a significant influence on responsible leadership and
literature and the findings of Phases One and Two of this study strongly indicate that
agreeableness and empowerment are salient indicators of people-orientation in the
context of responsible leadership. Therefore the following hypothesis is proposed:

H1: People-orientation has a significant influence on responsible leadership.

5.2.1.2 Ethical Traits
Ethical traits are demonstrated by leaders who are role models of ethical conduct that
lead by example and walk the talk (Trevino et al., 2003). Five core themes that
consistently emerged from the case studies and Delphi study to represent the ethical
traits of a responsible leader were role model, integrity, humility, empathy and
fairness. The first theme, role model, describes the leader as someone who behaves
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consistently in the way that they would like their people to behave (Kirkpatrick &
Locke, 1991). Consistency between a leader’s words and deeds can influence the trust
followers place in their leader (Prottas, 2013). According to Palanski and Yammarino
(2007), the consistency between words and actions is what defines integrity and
distinguishes it from other ethical traits. Integrity, the second theme that represents the
ethical traits of a leader, therefore reflects the leaders’ authenticity, honesty and
consistency between what is said and what is done. Integrity also represents
trustworthiness and sincerity (Kirkpatrick & Lock, 1991; Palanski & Yammarino,
2007).

The third theme, humility, refers to the leader’s ability to put others before themselves
by acknowledging their contributions and giving them credit for success (Mittal &
Dorfman, 2012). Van Dierendonck & Patterson (2015) suggest that possessing the
virtue of humility would make a leader listen to others and to moderate rather than
dictate. In addition, Owens and Hekman (2012) propose that humble leaders
demonstrate high moral character, self-awareness and an orientation towards others
rather than themselves. This manifestation of integrity and humility by the leader
therefore results in them being perceived as ethical role models by their followers. The
fourth theme, empathy, describes the leaders’ ability to suspend judgement and to
instead listen to their people in order to understand their emotions and needs (Mittal &
Dorfman, 2012). It has been empirically demonstrated that empathy can influence a
leader’s inclination to avoid taking part in unethical behaviour that could result in
harmful consequences for stakeholders therefore having empathy helps leaders make
responsible decisions (Cohen, 2010; Dietz & Kleinlogel, 2014). Finally, fairness
describes the leader’s ability to make principled and fair choices in decision-making
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(Kalshoven et al., 2011b). Leaders are perceived as being fair through their actions of
encouragement of open and honest communication especially in decision-making
processes, treating all followers with equal respect and ensuring that they are fairly
rewarded for their efforts (Bacha & Walker, 2013). Leaders that treat people fairly are
hence seen as being leaders that are ethical (Brown et al., 2005). All five themes have
been emphasised strongly in both the literature and the research of this study and are
therefore significant indicators of the ethical traits of a responsible leader. Therefore
the following hypothesis is proposed:

H2: The ethical traits of a leader have significant influence on responsible
leadership.

5.2.1.3 Ethical Accountability
Leaders demonstrate ethical accountability when they create and institutionalise values
and ethical standards and expectations which benefit the organisation and society at
large. This process holds everyone, including the leaders accountable and answerable
for their actions (Kalshoven et al., 2011b; Trevino et al., 2003; Voegtlin, 2011). The
themes that consistently emerged from both the case studies and Delphi study were
ethical guidance, stakeholder orientation and ethical awareness. Ethical guidance
reflects the leaders’ ability to implement the ethical standards that they have set by
communicating them clearly, and by being steadfast and uncompromising in their
practice of values-based management (Trevino et al., 2003). Leaders that act as ethical
role models are able to establish the moral environment in which they lead by
influencing their followers to behave with integrity and guiding them to exercise moral
reasoning in their decision-making thus resulting in ethical choices (Zheng, Zhu, Yu,
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Zhang & Zhang, 2011). Stakeholder orientation represents the leader’s concern
beyond the bottom-line interests to include the good of the community and the
environment (Maak, 2007; Pless, 2007). A stakeholder orientation helps with making
responsible decisions that do not adversely impact society (Brown & Trevino, 2006;
Mittal & Dorfman, 2012; Voegtlin, 2011).

According to Maak and Pless (2006a), the foundation of responsible leadership is built
on developing relationships with different stakeholders both within and outside the
organisation so that an interconnected society which focuses on making decisions
benefitting society at large can be developed. Therefore, stakeholder orientation is an
important aspect of responsible leadership. Finally, ethical awareness describes the
ability to make decisions that result in long-term good instead of short-term gains. It
also reflects the leader’s concern over the means and not just the ends thus ensuring
the sustainability of the organisation and community which reflects all three themes
described in this section (Eisenbeib & Brodbeck, 2014; Trevino et al., 2003; Van
Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). These themes have been emphasised strongly in both
the literature and the findings of the first two phases of this study, and suggest that
they are critical sub-dimensions of the dimension ethical accountability, which
influences responsible leadership. Therefore the following hypothesis is proposed:

H3: A leader’s ethical accountability has a significant influence on responsible
leadership.
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5.2.1.4 Context
This study proposes context as the final primary dimension of responsible leadership.
Context refers to situational factors that are likely to affect a manager’s propensity to
engage in behaviour that might promote or hinder responsible conduct (Stahl & Sully
de Luque, 2014). During the case studies and Delphi study, the role of context and
how it influences responsible leadership behaviour was repeatedly emphasised by the
participants. Five core themes emerged consistently in the findings which were
national culture, governance, education, social environment and business
environment. The first theme, national culture, reflects how cultural value orientations
such as collectivism, power distance and humane orientation can impact the kind of
relationship that leaders develop with their stakeholders and thus their inclination
towards responsible leadership (Pless & Maak, 2011). For example, Waldman et al.
(2006) found that leaders in countries with high collectivism and low power distance
were concerned about multiple stakeholders and society at large. In addition, the
cultural values of a society distinguish what is accepted as good or bad behaviour thus
setting the parameters of responsible leadership (Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014;
Waldman et al., 2006). The second theme, governance, reflects the way the nation is
governed such as, the rule of law, the extent of welfare socialism and competitive
intensity as these can also influence responsible decision-making. For example, a strict
rules-based nation would encourage honest behaviour and compliance to the rules even
in highly competitive contexts making it easier to enact responsible leadership. In
addition, as explained by Martin, Cullen, Johnson and Parboteeah, (2007), the extent
of social welfare within a society as well as the degree of political constraint moderates
the culture of bribery. However, in a business environment where competition is
intense and rules are less strictly enforced, it is possible for leaders to ignore their
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moral judgement and make unethical decisions to maintain profitability (Antonakis et
al., 2003; Witt & Stahl, 2015). Education emerged as the third theme specifically in
the case studies and Delphi study. As it has been pointed out by Maak and Pless
(2006b), responsible leaders are not born with strong moral characters and ethical traits
but acquire these attributes during the course of their lives through upbringing and
education. As discussed above, cultural values can impact responsible leadership
(Stahl & Sully de Luque 2014, Witt & Stahl, 2015) and as explained by Hofstede and
Bond (1988), “cultural inheritance is not genetically transferred; they can be acquired
by any human being who is at the right place at the right time” (p.7). Therefore cultural
values can be inculcated through education and these values could influence a leader’s
inclination towards responsible leadership. The idea that education can influence the
development of a responsible leader is shared by many of the participants of the case
studies.

As described above, the fourth and fifth themes, social and business environments can
both influence a leader’s behaviour. The way in which businesses within a society
operate and their approach to corporate social responsibility can affect a leader’s
orientation towards responsible decision-making (Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014).
Furthermore, the dynamics of an economy can also alter a leader’s orientation towards
responsible leadership. For example, in an economic downturn, leaders are faced with
the challenges of keeping the organisation profitable and this struggle to maintain
profitability could drive leaders to make irresponsible decisions and neglect their
social responsibilities. (Antonakis et al., 2003; Witt & Stahl, 2015). All five themes
described above have been reflected by context, which has a significant impact on
responsible leadership.
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However, in contrast to the other three primary dimensions, people-orientation, ethical
traits and ethical accountability, in theory, context not only influences responsible
leadership but can also have a significant impact on each of the other three primary
dimensions (Antonakis et al., 2003; Eisenbeib & Brodbeck, 2014; Stahl & Sully de
Luque, 2014; Witt & Stahl, 2015). Contextually-contingent differences in the
interpretation of what is acceptable and unacceptable behaviour and the way a society
embraces different societal values can influence a leader’s interpretation of peopleorientation, ethical traits and ethical accountability (Witt & Stahl, 2015).

5.2.2

Influence of Context on the Dimensions of Responsible Leadership

According to literature as well as the findings of Phase One and Two of this study, it
appears that context can have an impact on the other dimensions of responsible
leadership (people orientation, ethical traits and ethical accountability). This issue is
further elaborated below.

5.2.2.1 Influence of Context on People-Orientation
Cultural values can influence a leader’s behaviour and what is believed to be
appropriate behaviour towards others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Leaders in a
society who are inclined towards high collectivism, high humane orientation and low
power distance will tend to demonstrate higher people orientation showing more care
and concern for stakeholders and society (Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014). For instance,
in a society that is influenced by Confucian values which underscores collectivism and
the patriarchal style of family-run businesses, business leaders are obliged to take care
of their “families” who are in effect those who work for the business thus increasing
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their propensity towards people orientation (Gupta, Levenburg, Moore, Motwani, &
Schwarz, 2009). In contrast, in an individualistic society with weak humane
orientation, leaders could silence their moral conscience (ethical traits and
accountability) and veer towards a more egoistic philosophy making unethical
decisions that only benefit themselves and that they believe they can get away with
(Green, 2009). Therefore the following hypothesis is proposed:

H4: Context has a significant impact on the people orientation of responsible
leadership.

5.2.2.2 Influence of Context on Ethical Traits
People within a society tend to see themselves as interconnected with the group and
their perception of what is ethical or not would be based on their obligations and duties
to the group. Hence what is considered moral behaviour would depend on the moral
norms of the group (Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014; Vauclair & Fisher, 2011; Witt and
Stahl, 2015). Therefore the ethical traits of a leader could be influenced by the context
in which they operate (Martin et at., 2007). When organisations operate globally and
are exposed to cultures where bribery, sexual harassment and a variety of other issues
are not viewed as illegal or unethical, leaders could find it difficult to clearly define
responsible behaviour (Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014). For example, if corruption is
perceived as institutionalised within the society where they operate, leaders could be
influenced to adopt such practices despite being values-oriented with a strong moral
compass (Eisenbeib & Brodbeck, 2014; Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014). Furthermore
economic turbulence, capital or labour intensities and even change in policies on
welfare socialism may force leaders to re-calibrate their responsibility orientations and
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disregard their moral values in order to maintain profits for the organisation to keep it
sustainable (Antonakis et al., 2003; Witt & Stahl, 2015). Therefore context can change
a leader’s moral orientation if cultural relativism (Forsyth, 1980) takes over their
decision-making processes when operating in circumstances that contradict with their
personal or organisational values (Karande et al., 2002). Therefore the following
hypothesis is proposed:

H5: Context has a significant impact on the ethical traits of responsible
leadership.

5.2.2.3 Influence of Context on Ethical Accountability
Similarly, the ethical reasoning of an individual is shaped not only by their own level
of moral development but also the ethical environment of the society in which they
operate (Trevino, 1986). In Kohlberg’s (1969) model of cognitive moral development,
he places most adults in Stages 3 or 4 of his framework. This is the conventional level
stage where “right” conforms to the expectations of good behaviour as perceived by
society. As such, leaders operating in societies that have a less stringent set of moral
values, where for example child labour or bribery and corruption are accepted norms,
may feel less need to be ethically accountable for their actions since they are
conforming to what is considered morally acceptable behaviour in their host country
(Stahl and Sully de Luque, 2014). This indicates that context can influence a leader’s
perception of ethical accountability. Therefore the following hypothesis is proposed:

H6: Context has a significant impact on the ethical accountability of responsible
leadership.
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The evidence from the findings of this study and literature indicate that overall, context
has a significant impact on responsible leadership because it impacts the three other
dimensions of responsible leadership (Martin et al., 2007; Stahl & Sully de Luque,
2014; Witt & Stahl, 2015). Cultural values as well as institutional factors can impact
the antecedents of responsible leadership (Pless & Maak, 2011; Stahl & Sully de
Luque, 2014; Witt & Stahl, 2015). For example culture can influence a leaders’
inclination towards people orientation, care for stakeholders and protection of their
well-being (Javidan, House, Dorfman, Hanges & Sully de Luque, 2006) while national
values and beliefs can conflict with a leader’s personal values and ethical traits
consequently affecting a leader’s propensity to make responsible and ethical decisions
(Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014; Trevino, 1986). Therefore the following hypothesis is
proposed:

H7: Context has a significant impact on overall responsible leadership.

Figure 5-1 (above) illustrates the Context Specific Responsible Leadership Model
(CSRLM) which has been developed based on the hypotheses derived above. The
model identifies the relationship between the dimensions and sub-dimensions and the
relationship between the dimensions and the construct which is responsible leadership.
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5.3

SCALE DEVELOPMENT AND TESTING

The third phase of this study was designed to test empirically the CSRLM model
(Figure 5-1) In order to achieve this, a scale had to be developed that would measure
the dimensions of responsible leadership.

5.3.1

Scale Development

The measures in this study were created or adapted from scales that have been
validated in prior research. These existing scales were customised, as needed, to ensure
relevance to the context of this study. In addition, the results from the case studies and
Delphi study were synthesised with theory and combined with the selected existing
scales to develop a robust scale to measure the factors that influence responsible
leadership (See Table 5-1).
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Table 5-1: Scale Development

Dimensions

Sub-Dimensions

Items

Items adapted/Created from:

A responsible leader in my organisation:
is caring
is concerned about others
Agreeableness
(Kalshoven et al., 2011b)

treats other the way he/she would like to be
treated
puts the interests of others before
himself/herself

People Orientation
(Kalshoven et al., 2011b;
Trevino et al., 2003)

Empowerment
(Mittal & Dorfman, 2012)

Ethical Traits
(Trevino et al., 2003)

shows compassion

Role Model
(Kirkpatrick & Locke,
1991)

inspires others
motivates others
respects others for their intrinsic value
encourages others to further develop
themselves
is committed to walk the talk
practises what he/she preaches
demonstrates integrity in his/her actions
is consistent in doing the right thing
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(Kalshoven et al., 2011b; Liden et al.,
2008)
(Kalshoven et al., 2011b; Mittal &
Dorfman, 2012)
(Kalshoven et al., 2011b; Mittal &
Dorfman, 2012)
Case studies
(Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; Liden et al.,
2008; Yukl et al., 2013)
(Mittal & Dorfman, 2012)
(Mittal & Dorfman, 2012)
Delphi study
(Van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011)
(Yukl et al., 2013)
(Brown et al., 2005)
(Yukl et al., 2013)
(Yukl et al., 2013)

Dimensions

Sub-Dimensions

Items
takes responsibility for his/her decisions

Humility
(Mittal & Dorfman, 2012)

does not take sole credit for success
is modest
enjoys seeing others succeed
is honest

Integrity
(Kirkpatrick & Locke,
1991; Palanski &
Yammarino, 2007)

is truthful
is consistent in what he/says and does
can be trusted to carry out promises and
commitments
is willing to listen to others

Empathy
(Mittal & Dorfman, 2012)

tries to understand
suspends judgement
creates a compassionate work environment
gives me personal attention
has my best interest at heart
understands my specific needs
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Items adapted/Created from:
(Walumbwa et al., 2008; Yukl et al.,
2013)
(Van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011)
(Mittal & Dorfman, 2012)
(Van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011)
(Liden et al., 2008; Mittal & Dorfman,
2012; Yukl et al., 2013)
(Kalshoven et al., 2011b; Mittal &
Dorfman, 2012)
(Kalshoven et al., 2011b; Walumbwa et
al., 2008)
(Kalshoven et al., 2011b; Mittal &
Dorfman, 2012; Yukl et al., 2013)
(Brown et al., 2005; Walumbwa et al.,
2008)
(Walumbwa et al., 2008)
(Walumbwa et al., 2008)
Case studies/Delphi study
(Kalshoven et al., 2011b; Liden et al.,
2008)
(Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; Liden et al.,
2008)
(Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; Kalshoven
et al., 2011b)

Dimensions

Sub-Dimensions

Items
makes principles and fair choices

Fairness
(Kalshoven et al., 2011b)

Ethical Guidance
(Kalshoven et al., 2011b)

Ethical Accountability
(Trevino et al., 2003)

is objective
is not biased in his/her decision-making
expects employees, including him/herself
to be accountable
sets rules and expectations for ethical
conduct
communicates clear ethical standards and
guidelines for members
practices values-based management
does not tolerate ethical lapses
does not use unethical practices to increase
performance
prioritises collective good over self-gain

Stakeholder Orientation
(Voegtlin, 2011)

is concerned about the impact of
organisation action on society
has a deep sense of commitment to
multiple stakeholders
will consider the consequences that their
potential action will have on others
balances the interests of all stakeholders
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Items adapted/Created from:
(Mittal & Dorfman, 2012; Yukl et al.,
2013)
(Yukl et al., 2013)
(Brown et al., 2005)
(Kalshoven et al., 2011b)
(Kalshoven et al., 2011b; Yukl et al.,
2013)
(Brown et al., 2005; Kalshoven et al.,
2011b; Yukl et al., 2013)
Case studies/Delphi study
(Kalshoven et al., 2011b)
(Yukl et al., 2013)
(Mittal & Dorfman, 2012; Yukl et al.,
2013)
(Kalshoven et al., 2011b; Voegtlin,
2011)
(Van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011;
Voegtlin, 2011)
(Van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011;
Voegtlin, 2011 )
(Voegtlin, 2011)

Dimensions

Context
(Stahl & Sully de Luque,
2014)

Sub-Dimensions

Items

Ethical Awareness
(Eisenbeib & Brodbeck,
2014)

is concerned about the sustainability of the
organisation
is concerned with the means not just the
ends
prioritises long-term good over short-term
gains
encourages positive team spirit and
cohesion

National Culture
(Dickson et al., 2012; Stahl
& Sully de Luque, 2014)

Education
(Maak & Pless, 2006b)

The cultural values in Singapore influences
responsible leadership
The patriotism in Singapore influence
responsible leadership
The religious beliefs in Singapore
influences responsible leadership
The racial harmony in Singapore influences
responsible leadership
The morality in Singapore influence
responsible leadership
The freedom of speech in Singapore
influences responsible leadership
The history in Singapore influences
responsible leadership
The education in Singapore influences
responsible leadership
The moral education in Singapore
influences responsible leadership
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Items adapted/Created from:
Case studies/Delphi study
(Brown et al., 2005)
Case studies/Delphi study
(Mittal & Dorfman, 2012)

Case studies/Delphi study
Case studies/Delphi study
Case studies
Case studies
Case studies/Delphi study
Delphi study
Case studies

Case studies/Delphi study
Case studies

Dimensions

Sub-Dimensions

Items
The literacy in Singapore influences
responsible leadership

Governance of the Country
(Eisenbeib & Brodbeck,
2014)

Business Environment
(Antonakis et al., 2003)

Social Environment
(Martin et al., 2007;
Vauclair & Fisher, 2011)

The political stability in Singapore
influences responsible leadership
The rule of law in Singapore influences
responsible leadership
The absence of corruption influences
responsible leadership
The industry competition in Singapore
influences responsible leadership
The stakeholders participation in an
organisation influences responsible
leadership
The government's involvement in private
enterprises in Singapore influences
responsible leadership
The well-being in Singapore influences
responsible leadership
The happiness in Singapore influences
responsible leadership
The standard of living in Singapore
influences responsible leadership
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Items adapted/Created from:
Case studies/Delphi study

Delphi study
Case studies/Delphi study
Case studies/Delphi study

Case studies/Delphi study
Delphi study

Case studies

Case studies
Case studies
Case studies

5.3.1.1 People Orientation
People-Orientation was measured by using a scale that was adapted from sections of
scales developed by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006), Brown et al. (2005), Kalshoven et
al. (2011b), Liden et al. (2008), Mittal and Dorfman (2012) and Van Dierendonck and
Nuijten (2011). Brown et al. (2005) and Kalshoven et al. (2011b) both identified items
representing agreeableness in their scales to measure ethical leadership. While Barbuto
and Wheeler (2006) and Liden et al. (2008) identified items representing agreeableness
in their scales to measure servant leadership. Both Van Dierendonck and Nuijten’s
(2011) as well as Mittal and Dorfman’s (2012) scales measuring servant leadership
identified items that represented the sub-dimension empowerment. By adapting the
items from these scales, the scale to measure the primary dimension people orientation
was developed.

5.3.1.2 Ethical Traits and Ethical Accountability
Ethical Traits and Ethical Accountability were measured using a scale that was adapted
from scales developed by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006); Brown et al. (2005);
Kalshoven et al. (2011b); Liden et al. (2008); Mittal and Dorfman (2012); Van
Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011); Voegtlin (2011) and Yukl et al. (2013). The three
scales developed to measure ethical leadership all identified items reflecting the ethical
traits of a leader as well as ethical accountability (Brown et al. 2005; Kalshoven et al.
2011b; Yukl et al. 2013). This was also the case with Van Dierendonck and Nuijten’s
(2011), Barbuto and Wheeler’s (2006) and Liden et al.’s (2008) scales for measuring
servant leadership. Mittal and Dorfman’s (2012) scale to measure servant leadership
identified items representing moral integrity, empathy and humility which are all sub168

dimensions that reflect the ethical traits of a leader. While Voegtlin’s (2011) scale
measuring discursive responsible leadership identified items reflecting a leader’s
stakeholder orientation. By adapting the items from these scales, the scale to measure
the primary dimensions ethical traits and ethical accountability were developed.

5.3.1.3 Context
As there was no appropriate existing scale that measured context in previous studies
on responsible leadership, the items for this scale were derived by combining a
deductive and inductive approach (Hinkin, 1995). These items were developed firstly
based on existing theory and then comparing theory with the findings of the case
studies (Phase One) and Delphi study (Phase Two). This process identified items
representing the sub-dimensions national culture, governance, education, social
environment and business environment.
The preliminary scale for the above constructs and sub-constructs was then developed
and tested in a pilot test.

5.3.2

Pilot Study

To determine dimensionality, validity and reliability of the constructs, a pilot test was
conducted. The questionnaire was distributed to a total of 76 participants. The sample
was specifically selected to reflect the demographics of the participants of the main
survey. They comprised a group of second-tier managers and executives from a variety
of industries. There was a 60-40 ratio of male to female participants with an age group
that ranged from 25 – 64. Of the 76 responses, 55 (72%) were complete and useable.
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Partial Least Squares (PLS) based Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) was used to
evaluate the relationship between the constructs and their indicators in the pilot study.
Using SmartPLS 3.0 (Ringle et al., 2015), the properties of the scale, the average
variance extracted (AVE) and the composite scale reliability (CR) were calculated
where the AVE and CR cut off values were 0.50 and 0.80 respectively (Chin, 1998b;
Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The loading of items as well as Cronbach’s Alpha were also
calculated and indicators with loadings below the recommended cut off point of 0.70
(DeVellis, 2012; Hinkin, 1995) were reviewed (Table 5-2).

5.3.2.1 People Orientation
The dimension People Orientation was tested and the results of the pilot study
indicated that the scale had dimensionality, was reliable and valid. Both sub-constructs
Agreeableness and Empowerment tested as having dimensionality, reliability and
validity with loadings for all indicators at above 0.7, Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.70, CR
>0.8 and AVE >0.5 (Table 5-2). These results indicate that People Orientation and its
sub-constructs Agreeableness and Empowerment are significantly related.

5.3.2.2 Ethical Traits
Similarly, the dimension Ethical Traits was tested and the results of the pilot study
indicated that the scale had dimensionality, validity and reliability. The sub-constructs
Role Model, Integrity, Empathy and Fairness all tested positively for dimensionality,
reliability and validity with loadings for all indicators at above 0.7, Cronbach’s Alpha
> 0.70, CR >0.8 and AVE >0.5 (Table 5-2). However in the results for the subconstruct Humility, the loading for indicator HUM3 was 0.650 which is below the 0.7
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tolerance. Although this indicator should be dropped as there appears to be a weak
relationship with the dimension Ethical Traits (De Vellis, 2012), it was decided that it
should be retained because it is strongly supported by the case study and Delphi
findings. The dimension Ethical Traits is therefore significantly related to its subconstructs Role Model, Humility, Integrity, Empathy and Fairness.

5.3.2.3 Ethical Accountability
The results of the pilot test for the dimension Ethical Accountability also indicated that
the scale had dimensionality, validity and reliability. The sub-constructs Ethical
Guidance, Stakeholder Orientation and Ethical Awareness all tested positively for
dimensionality, reliability and validity with loadings for all indicators at above 0.7,
Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.70, CR >0.8 and AVE >0.5 (Table 5-2). However it was felt
that the question for ETH4 (0.784) was confusing as it was double-barrelled (De
Vellis, 2012) and this question was therefore re-worded into two questions (ETH4 and
ETH5) for the main survey questionnaire. Nevertheless, the results of the pilot test
indicate that the dimension Ethical Accountability is significantly related to its subconstructs Ethical Guidance, Stakeholder Orientation and Ethical Awareness.

5.3.2.4 Context
The pilot test results for the dimension Context indicated that the scale had
dimensionality, validity and reliability. The sub-constructs National Culture,
Education, Governance, and Social Environment all tested positively for
dimensionality, reliability and validity with loadings for all indicators at above 0.7,
Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.70, CR >0.8 and AVE >0.5 (Table 5-2). However in the results
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for the sub-construct Business Environment, the loading for indicator BUS2 was 0.693
which is below the 0.7 tolerance. Although this indicator had a weak relationship with
the dimension Context (De Vellis, 2012), it was decided that since it was very close to
the 0.7 tolerance, it should be retained. The results indicate that the dimension Context
is therefore significantly related to its sub-constructs National Culture, Education,
Governance, Business Environment and Social Environment.
In summary, the pilot test results indicated that the constructs developed for the scale
to measure responsible leadership have dimensionality, validity and reliability.
However, some of the items in the scale were adjusted to further refine the
questionnaire before it was tested in the main survey.
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Table 5-2: Pilot Test Results
2nd Order
Constructs

1st Order
Constructs

Agreeableness
(AR)
People
Orientation
Empowerment
(EMW)

Role Model
(ROL)

Humility
(HUM)

Integrity
(INT)
Ethical Traits

Empathy
(EMP)

Fairness
(FAI)

Ethical
Accountability

Ethical
Guidance
(ETH)
Stakeholder
Orientation
(STA)

Item
Labels
AR1
AR2
AR3
AR5
AR6
EMW1

Loadings
0.893
0.913
0.907
0.812
0.831
0.796

EMW2

0.912
0.871

EMW3
EMW4
ROL1
ROL2
ROL3
ROL4
HUM1
HUM2
HUM3
HUM4
INT1
INT2
INT3
INT4
EMP1
EMP2
EMP3
EMP4
EMP5
EMP6
EMP7
FAI1
FAI2
FAI3
FAI4
ETH1
ETH2
ETH3
ETH4
STA1
STA2
STA3

0.930
0.892
0.929
0.906
0.863
0.860
0.916
0.650
0.860
0.872
0.855
0.881
0.864
0.791
0.831
0.776
0.836
0.868
0.869
0.880
0.895
0.907
0.885
0.827
0.874
0.903
0.842
0.784
0.751
0.784
0.901
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Cronbach's
Alpha

CR

AVE

0.921

0.941

0.761

0.901

0.931

0.772

0.920

0.943

0.806

0.843

0.895

0.685

0.892

0.925

0.754

0.928

0.942

0.700

0.902

0.931

0.772

0.873

0.914

0.726

0.905

0.930

0.728

2nd Order
Constructs

1st Order
Constructs

Ethical
Awareness
(ETA)

National
Culture
(NAT)

Context

Education
(EDU)
Governance of
the Country
(GOV)
Business
Environment
(BUS)
Social
Environment
(SOC)

Item
Labels
STA4
STA5
ETA1
ETA2
ETA3
ETA4
NAT1
NAT2
NAT3
NAT4
NAT5
NAT6
NAT7
EDU1
EDU2
EDU3
GOV1
GOV2
GOV3
BUS1
BUS2
BUS3
SOC1

Loadings

SOC2

0.900
0.918
0.850
0.859
0.736
0.867
0.824
0.894
0.715
0.856
0.835
0.726
0.819
0.959
0.931
0.886
0.887
0.819
0.882
0.905
0.693
0.795
0.942
0.962

SOC3

0.912

Cronbach's
Alpha

CR

AVE

0.848

0.898

0.688

0.913

0.931

0.660

0.916

0.947

0.857

0.831

0.897

0.745

0.723

0.843

0.644

0.932

0.957

0.881

Once the scale had been revised and was ready to be tested, it was distributed by
Qualtrics to a random sample of 1,126 participants of which 210 (18%) replies were
satisfactorily completed and usable in the analysis process. The researcher tested for
the possibility of non-response bias by comparing the profiles of the survey
respondents and those on the email list in terms of organization size and industry, and
no non-response bias was found through the chi-square tests (Kim, Shin & Kwon,
2012). To further ensure that there was no response bias, a comparison of the early
(20%) and late (20%) response groups was carried out and no significant differences
were found on the survey items between the two groups using paired t-tests.
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All the scales for constructs and sub-constructs are presented in Appendix H.

5.3.2.5 Evaluation of Measurement Model
Since it is necessary that proper specifications are accorded to the measurement model
prior to the commencement of the analysis of the structural model (Jarvis et al., 2003),
the first step was to estimate the convergent validity and discriminant validity of the
first-order measurement model, which includes 15 sub-constructs (see Table 5-3 & 54).
The study ensured convergent validity as all the item loadings were > 0.70 which
indicate that the respective items have higher convergence in measuring the constructs
(Chin, 2010). It also ensured reliability of the measurement scale as composite
reliability (CR) was > 0.80 and average variance extracted (AVE) was > 0.50 (Fornell
& Larcker, 1981). Furthermore, the study ensured discriminant validity as the square
root of the AVEs in the diagonals of the correlation matrix exceeded the intercorrelations of the construct in Table 5-4 (Chin, 1998b, 2010; Fornell & Larcker,
1981).
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Table 5-3: Assessment of First-Order, Reflective Model

2nd Order
Constructs

1st Order
Constructs

Agreeableness
(AR)
People
Orientation
Empowerment
(EMW)

Role Model
(ROL)

Humility
(HUM)

Integrity (INT)
Ethical Traits

Empathy
(EMP)

Fairness (FAI)

Item
Labels

Loadings

AR1
AR2
AR3
AR4

0.938

AR5

0.868

EMW1
EMW2
EMW3
EMW4
ROL1
ROL2
ROL3
ROL4
HUM1
HUM2
HUM3

0.937

HUM4

0.931

INT1
INT2
INT3
INT4
EMP1
EMP2
EMP3
EMP4
EMP5
EMP6
EMP7
FAI1
FAI2
FAI3
FAI4

0.936
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CR

AVE

0.964

0.843

0.964

0.872

0.957

0.848

0.946

0.814

0.962

0.865

0.965

0.799

0.957

0.847

0.933
0.935
0.914

0.950
0.921
0.927
0.907
0.923
0.933
0.921
0.856
0.912
0.909

0.936
0.920
0.931
0.901
0.921
0.849
0.903
0.880
0.902
0.898
0.929
0.945
0.912
0.895

2nd Order
Constructs

1st Order
Constructs

Ethical
Guidance
(ETH)

Ethical
Accountability

Stakeholder
Orientation
(STA)

Ethical
Awareness
(ETA)

National
Culture
(NAT)

Context

Education
(EDU)
Governance of
the Country
(GOV)
Business
Environment
(BUS)
Social
Environment
(SOC)

Item
Labels
ETH1
ETH2
ETH3
ETH4
ETH5
STA1
STA2
STA3
STA4
STA5
ETA1
ETA2
ETA3
ETA4
NAT1
NAT2
NAT3
NAT4
NAT5
NAT6
NAT7
EDU1
EDU2
EDU3
GOV1
GOV2
GOV3
BUS1
BUS2
BUS3
SOC1
SOC2
SOC3
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Loadings

CR

AVE

0.914
0.922
0.898
0.897
0.865

0.955

0.809

0.945

0.775

0.947

0.818

0.947

0.719

0.947

0.856

0.938

0.834

0.920

0.793

0.957

0.880

0.877
0.880
0.840
0.907
0.896
0.891
0.899
0.912
0.917
0.849
0.886
0.788
0.882
0.875
0.784
0.866
0.936
0.913
0.926
0.921
0.933
0.886
0.886
0.911
0.874
0.930
0.930
0.954

Table 5-4: Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and AVEs*
Construct

Mean

SD

AR

5.404

1.122

0.918

5.521

1.141

0.435

0.934

Role Model (ROL)

5.508

1.125

0.482

0.319

0.921

Humility (HUM)

5.448

1.129

0.478

0.476

0.902

Integrity (INT)

5.560

1.075

0.484

0.379

0.362

0.348

0.930

Empathy (EMP)

5.233

1.096

0.436

0.494

0.421

0.470

0.447

0.894

Fairness (FAI)

5.305

1.127

0.456

0.471

0.461

0.410

0.425

0.434

0.921

5.483

1.071

0.383

0.356

0.417

0.407

0.369

0.417

0.440

0.900

5.345

1.048

0.388

0.417

0.346

0.402

0.363

0.455

0.459

0.386

0.880

5.538

1.065

0.396

0.351

0.370

0.430

0.353

0.453

0.358

0.327

0.481

0.905

4.939

1.188

0.344

0.332

0.370

0.387

0.391

0.421

0.348

0.324

0.310

0.376

0.848

5.035

1.292

0.387

0.342

0.273

0.442

0.303

0.386

0.384

0.425

0.476

0.419

0.425

0.925

5.373

1.195

0.206

0.376

0.347

0.370

0.312

0.222

0.362

0.315

0.391

0.313

0.315

0.457

0.913

5.111

1.189

0.236

0.224

0.156

0.281

0.199

0.258

0.286

0.334

0.33

0.288

0.305

0.326

0.353

0.890

5.022

1.335

0.255

0.255

0.182

0.281

0.185

0.266

0.261

0.275

0.291

0.224

0.336

0.394

0.376

0.381

Agreeableness
(AR)
Empowerment
(EMW)

Ethical guidance
(ETH)
Stakeholder
orientaiton (STA)
Ethical awareness
(ETA)
National culture
(NAT)
Education (EDU)
Governance (GOV)
Business
environment (BUS)
Social environment
(SOC)

0.448

EMW

ROL

HUM

INT

EMP

*square root of AVE on the diagonal
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FAI

ETH

STA

ETA

NAT

EDU

GOV

BUS

SOC

0.938

In Table 5-5, the study estimated the measurement properties of the higher-order
constructs, that is, second-order people orientation (PEOR), ethical traits (ETTR),
ethical accountability (ETAC) and context (CONT) constructs and the third-order
responsible leadership (RL) construct. Whereas the loadings of the first-order
constructs are estimated from the relations between first-constructs and manifest
variables, the loadings/weights of the higher-order constructs are estimated from the
relations between higher-order and lower-order constructs (Becker et al., 2012).
Specifically in this context of repeated indicators approach using PLS, the weights and
loadings are represented by the path coefficients between higher-order and lower-order
constructs (Becker et al., 2012). The findings show that the second-order PEOR
dimension has a significant positive relationship with its sub-dimensions
agreeableness (β= 0.966) and empowerment (0.949). Similarly, ETTR has a significant
positive association with role model (0.920), humility (0.945), integrity (0.944),
empathy (0.951), and fairness (0.918). Likewise, ETAC is significantly reflected by
ethical guidance (0.964), stakeholder orientation (0.964) and ethical awareness
(0.960). Finally, the findings show that CONT has a significant association with the
first-order national culture (0.925), education (0.917), governance (0.869), social
environment (0.895) and business environment (0.861) constructs. All these
reflectively measured second-order facets of responsible leadership confirmed
convergent validity and reliability (i.e., loadings >0.70, AVE >50 & CR >0.80) as well
as discriminant validity following the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Fornell & Larcker,
1981; Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009). Since the third-order responsible
leadership construct is formative in nature, the study confirmed that the weights of
items are significant at p < 0.01 (Lohmöller, 1989; Noonan & Wold, 1983; Tenenhaus
et al., 2005; Wold, 1982). A collinearity test was also conducted on the index and the
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results provide evidence of minimum collinearity among the formative items of this
construct as the variance inflation factor (VIF) of all the variables were less than 5
(Hair et al., 2013). The findings also show that the third-order RL construct is
significantly predicted by the second-order PEOR (0.170), ETTR (0.423), ETAC
(0.262) and CONT (0.328) constructs.

Table 5-5: Assessment of the Higher-Order, Reflective-Formative Model
Third-order
Formative
construct
Responsible
Leadership (RL)

Second-order
Reflective
constructs

Weights of items
(p-value)

Significant at
P < 0.01

Loadings

Collinearity

VIF<5.00

Relationships with
second-order
dimensions

β

t-stat

People orientation
Ethical Traits
Ethical Accountability
Context

0.170
0.423
0.262
0.328

40.379
47.361
43.405
38.431

β

t-stat

CR

AVE

Relationships with firstorder dimensions
Agreeableness
Empowerment

0.966
0.949

141.919
86.625

Role model
Humility
Integrity
Empathy
Fairness

0.920
0.945
0.944
0.951
0.918

46.463
101.786
88.614
115.040
53.954

Ethical guidance
Stakeholder orientation
Ethical awareness

0.964
0.964
0.960

157.362
157.801
144.827

National culture
Education
Governance
Business environment
Social environment

0.925
0.917
0.869
0.861
0.895

59.319
57.353
31.352
31.993
50.713

People orientation
(PEOR)

0.8430.908

0.971

0.785

Ethical Traits
(ETTR)

0.8120.901

0.984

0.729

Ethical
Accountability
(ETAC)

0.7540.859

0.976

0.740

Context (CONT)

0.8280.904

0.972

0.643

*weights of items of the third-order formative construct, i.e., third-order RL (65 items)
**loadings of items of the second-order people orientation (9 items), ethical traits (23
items), ethical accountability (14 items) and context (19 items).
*** Collinearity measures the degree of correlation of variables (VIF >5 =highly
correlated); β coefficient (>0.10) and T stat (>1.65) evaluates the relationships between two
or more constructs.
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5.3.2.6 Evaluation of Structural Model
In the structural model evaluation, the primary evaluation criteria are the R-squared
measures and the level and significance of the path coefficients (Hair et al., 2011). Rsquared measure explains the variance of the endogenous latent variables in the
structural model and its predictive power. Standardised beta coefficients of ordinary
least squares regressions are used to evaluate the significance of the path coefficients
of the structural model (Chin, 2010; Hair et al., 2011).

The study assessed the validity of the structural model by estimating the relationship
between people orientation (PEOR), ethical traits (ETTR), ethical accountability
(ETAC), context (CONT) and the higher-order responsible leadership construct
(RL). In Figure 5-2, the results provide a standardized beta of 0.170 (PEOR- RL),
0.423 (ETTR- RL) and 0.262 (ETAC-RL) respectively, which illustrates that people
orientation, ethical traits and ethical accountability have a significant impact (p <
0.01) on responsible leadership, thus supporting H1-H3. Similarly, the findings also
provide a standardized beta of 0.330 (CONT- PEOR), 0.352 (CONT-ETTR), 0.411
(CONT-ETAC) and 0.328 (CONT-RL) respectively. All these path coefficients were
significant at p < 0.01 (see Table 5-6), thus supporting H4-H7. The results also
highlight the significant role of context in explaining variance R2 which was 0.11 for
PEOR, 0.12 for ETTR, and 0.17 for ETAC. Since responsible leadership is the
highest-order formative construct, the formative modelling has resulted in an R2
value of unity for responsible leadership (Becker et al., 2012b; Wetzels et al., 2009).
Overall, these results confirm that PEOR, ETAC, ETTR and CONT are significant
predictors of overall responsible leadership. The results also support the significant
influence of CONT on other antecedents (i.e., PEOR, ETTR and CONT), thereby
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ensuring nomological validity of the overall research model in which context
influences both predictors and the criterion variable (see Fig 5-2).

Table 5-6: Results of Structural Model

Hypotheses

Path
Standard
coefficients
error

Structural Model

t-statistic

H1

PEOR

RL

0.170

0.004

40.379

H2

ETTR

RL

0.423

0.009

47.361

H3

ETAC

RL

0.262

0.006

43.405

H4

CONT

PEOR

0.330

0.069

4.763

H5

CONT

ETTR

0.352

0.066

5.317

H6

CONT

ETAC

0.411

0.066

6.190

H7

CONT

RL

0.328

0.009

38.431
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Figure 5-2: The Research Model with Hypotheses

5.4

SUMMARY

The findings indicate that responsible leadership is a multi-dimensional construct with
four primary dimensions and fifteen sub-dimensions as illustrated by the Context
Specific Responsible Leadership Model (CSRLM). It also demonstrates that whilst
context is a primary dimension of responsible leadership, it also directly influences the
other three primary factors of responsible leadership. As the research was conducted
in Singapore, the findings enhance the understanding for responsible leadership as a
multi-dimensional construct and offers empirical evidence of the factors that influence
responsible leadership from a Singaporean context.
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6

6.1

DISCUSSION

INTRODUCTION

From the preceding chapters, it has been determined that two perspectives exist when
defining responsible leadership. First, there is the view that leaders should not be
pressurised by society to engage in corporate social activities but should be solely
responsible for the increase in profits of the organisation and hence shareholder value
(Siegel, 2009). Second is the more popular and contemporary view among scholars in
the field that responsible leadership extends beyond shareholder value to stakeholders
both inside and outside the organisation (Lynham & Chermack, 2006; Maak & Pless,
2006a; Miska et al., 2014; Waldman & Galvin, 2008; Witt & Stahl, 2015). Perhaps
responsible leadership should encompass a balance of both views as suggested in
Lynham and Chermack’s (2006) Responsible Leadership for Performance (RLP)
theory, where responsible leadership requires a leader to be both effective and ethical.
Lynham & Chermack (2006) also suggest that responsible leadership requires
endurance as leaders who are effective and ethical often do not survive the pressures
of managing the tension between these attributes in the long term and hence their
leadership is short-lived. Therefore, apart from effectiveness and ethics, endurance is
also an important factor of responsible leadership (Lynham & Chermack, 2006).

According to Stahl and Sully de Luque (2014), the enactment of responsible leadership
behaviour does not solely lie in the leader’s characteristics but is subject to multiple
contextual influences. Literature has illustrated that responsible leadership is not a
predetermined construct (Pless & Maak, 2011) and “does not occur in a vacuum”
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(Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014, p. 240) and factors such as the organisational context,
the environmental culture and the immediate situation can all influence a leader’s
propensity to make responsible decisions. Responsible leadership has therefore
emerged as a multilevel theory connecting individual, organisational and institutional
factors of both social and cultural contexts (Pless & Maak, 2011). Four primary
dimensions of responsible leadership were identified through the findings of this study:
people orientation, ethical traits, ethical accountability and context. Furthermore, the
findings indicate that apart from being a dimension of responsible leadership, context
also has a significant impact on the other three dimensions. Fifteen sub-dimensions
were also identified. These are agreeableness, empowerment, role model, humility,
integrity, empathy, fairness, ethical guidance, stakeholder orientation, ethical
awareness, national culture, governance, education, social environment and business
environment.

This chapter will discuss the findings reported in the previous chapter and examine
how responsible leadership is perceived in Singapore. It will then discuss the factors
that influence responsible leadership and why it is perceived in this way from the
context of a society like Singapore.

6.2

LINKS BETWEEN EFFECTIVE AND RESPONSIBLE LEADERSHIP

The overall findings demonstrate that when the leaders interviewed in Phase One (case
studies) were asked to first describe an effective leader and then a responsible leader,
the participants used the same descriptors interchangeably to describe both types of
leaders. These descriptors were similar to those used by the expert panel in Phase Two
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(Delphi study) to describe effective and responsible leaders. However, in contrast,
whilst the interviewees described how leaders needed to set ethical standards and
exercise accountability, the experts did not bring this up in their responses. The
common adjectives used by both sets of participants (Phase One and Two) to describe
both types of leadership were caring, honesty, integrity, trustworthiness and being
good communicators which in literature are frequently associated with the traits of a
responsible leader (Maak & Pless, 2006b). It must be highlighted however that some
of these descriptors are also echoed in the literature on effective leadership where it
has been noted that leadership effectiveness is not only defined by the ability to
develop a vision and strategies but is also attributed to the perceptions of the leader’s
honesty, integrity and trustworthiness (Brown & Trevino, 2006; Den Hartog et al.,
1999; Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1991; Posner & Schmidt, 1984). Therefore, it appears that
the participants’ and the experts’ perceptions of both types of leadership were in line
with literature.

The Singaporean leaders interviewed believe that being responsible and being
effective are inter-related and that they come together in the enactment of responsible
leadership (Koh, Fernando & Spedding, 2014). This is in keeping with Waldman and
Galvin’s (2008) statement that not being effective would equate to not being
responsible. Most of the interviewees felt that effective and responsible leadership
cannot be separated although some participants did admit that sometimes the pressures
of balancing the two does create a tension. However despite the tension, it is
understood that while the relationship between being effective and responsible can
sometimes pose dilemmas in complex decision-making processes, the two are linked
and appear to project a cyclical relationship as one interacts with the other (Koh et al.,
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2014). In contrast, there were opposing views from some of the experts of the Delphi
study who felt that Waldman and Galvin’s (2008) statement is naive and that an
effective leader could be irresponsible as also suggested in the literature review.
Despite the opposition by some of the experts, they used several similar descriptors
for both types of leadership but placed them in different order of importance when
asked to rate them. This suggests that from the perspective of the experts, although
there are some common traits for both responsible and effective leadership, the degree
of importance of these traits differ for each type of leadership. Hence a responsible
leader who has a higher degree of ethical traits might find it difficult to be effective
when faced with dilemmas in decision-making and an effective leader might not
always make ethically responsible decisions since ethical traits are less important to
an effective leader. The results of this study supports Waldman and Galvin’s (2008)
theory that responsible leadership and effective leadership must work in tandem but
also offers a preliminary insight into why this may not always be the case as
highlighted by the experts in the Delphi study.

In the case of Singapore however, the strong relationship between effectiveness and
responsibility that has been perceived by the interviewees in Phase One could be a
reflection of the culture and history of the nation. Singapore advanced rapidly into one
of the richest economies in the world as a result of government intervention that
created an achievement-oriented society with Confucian-influenced values (Lee,
1996). This was due mainly to the ideology of pragmatism exercised by Singapore’s
government, the People’s Action Party (PAP), led by first Prime Minister Lee Kuan
Yew (Chua, 1995; Sung, 2006). Since the beginning of their rein, the PAP government
has not only orchestrated how Singapore’s economy functions but has also been
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involved in many aspects of the social lives of its people (Lee, 1996; Li et al., 2008;
Sung, 2006). In his National Day Rally Speech in 1986, former Prime Minister Lee
said:
“I am often accused of interfering in the private lives of citizens. Yes, if I did
not, had I not done that, we wouldn't be here today. And I say without the
slightest remorse, that we wouldn't be here, we would not have made economic
progress, if we had not intervened on very personal matters - who your
neighbour is, how you live, the noise you make, how you spit, or what language
you use. We decide what is right.” (“In quotes: Lee Kuan Yew”, 2015)
During the 1960s to early 1970s after Singapore and Malaya separated, unemployment
rates were high and there was racial disharmony amongst the different ethnic groups,
therefore a pragmatic ideology was introduced by the PAP that focused on national
survival (Chua, 1995; Li et al., 2008; Sung, 2006). This resulted in the development
of a basic set of national values. Two important elements emerged from these national
values; firstly, a socially harmonious multi-racial, multi-lingual and multi-cultural
society and secondly, an industrious and skilled workforce that was willing “to
sacrifice short-term rewards for long-term gains” (Sung, 2006, p. 139). The PAP’s
ability to successfully deliver on their promises led to a better standard of living for
Singaporeans thus legitimising the leadership power of the PAP. This trust in the PAP
resulted in a society that readily accepted government intervention that placed
emphasis on three main elements which were pragmatism, elitism and Confucianism
(Chua, 1995; Lee, 1996; Sung, 2006). As Singapore progressed economically in the
late 1970s to mid-1980s, Western culture and values began to influence society (Li et
al., 2008; Sung, 2006). Afraid that Singaporeans would adopt the individualist culture
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of the West, the PAP once again intervened by promoting Asian values through the
introduction of moral education in the form of religious knowledge to secondary
schools (Chua, 1995; Sung, 2006). Lee Kuan Yew decided that it was important to
introduce Asian values such as Confucian ethics, Malay traditions and Hindu ethos
into the education curriculum. From 1982, students were taught about Christianity,
Hinduism, Buddhism and Islam (Chua, 1995). Emphasis was also placed on Confucian
ethics to encourage the adoption of collectivism, discipline and hard work. The PAP’s
concerns had shifted from national survival to building a “cultural foundation for an
economically competitive society” (Sung, 2006, p. 141). Singaporean entrepreneurs
adopted Confucian-influenced management practices combined with Western
capitalistic business ideologies (Pearson & Entrekin, 2001) thus requiring them to
combine both effective leadership (in order to be competitive in a capitalist
environment) and responsible leadership (in order to exercise the virtues of
Confucianism). The history of Singapore and the government’s influences on national
culture could therefore be the reason why Singaporean leaders perceive effective and
responsible leadership as being inter-related.

Another reason for the link between being effective and responsible could be the
history of family-oriented type businesses that were most common in the early days of
the Singapore economy. In these types of businesses, paternal figures which head these
companies had a duty to provide for their employees who were regarded as their
extended family (Gupta et al., 2009). Some leaders interviewed in Phase One
mentioned that being a responsible leader requires them to have the endurance to
ensure that the company survives and is profitable so that the jobs of their people are
secure and that they are paid fairly and on time. This idea is reflected in MacIntyre’s
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philosophy that whilst virtues give rise to the achievement of internal goods of
excellence, it is also important to be concerned with the achievement of external goods
such as survival, profit and success (MacIntyre, 2007; Moore, 2012). Thus to be a
responsible leader in a family-oriented type of business requires the leader to be both
effective and responsible and although the Singaporean economy has moved away
from the family-oriented business model, the results of the interviews in Phase One
indicate that Confucian philosophy and family-business culture are still embedded in
Singaporean leaders as they demonstrate an inclination towards being responsible for
the welfare of their people. It is also important to note that whilst these leaders cited
those within their organisation as their primary responsibility, they were also quick to
point out that once those within were taken care of, their duty of care must extend
beyond the organisation to society at large.

Singaporean leaders’ perception that being effective and responsible are inter-related
combined with their long-term orientation thus reflects Lynham and Chermack’s
(2006) Responsible Leadership for Performance (RLP) theory mentioned in the
literature review where ethics, effectiveness and endurance are highlighted as
antecedents of a responsible leader.

With a better understanding of how responsible leadership is perceived from the
perspective of Singapore, it is now possible to proceed with the discussion of the
dimensions of responsible leadership that have been identified from the research.
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6.3

DIMENSIONS OF RESPONSIBLE LEADERSHIP

The overall findings reported in the previous chapter illustrate that leaders in Singapore
perceive responsible leadership as a multi-dimensional construct with four primary
dimensions and fifteen sub-dimensions (Fig. 6-1). According to literature,
organisational values such as teamwork, excellence, better risk management and
accountability and implementing corporate social responsibility must correlate to the
individual values of the leader as well as to societal values. In doing so, a deep-seated
culture of values will exist amongst stakeholders thus reaffirming the multi-level
concept of responsible leadership (Freeman & Auster, 2011; Green, 2009; Maak &
Pless, 2006b). The findings reflect this theory and therefore show that this concept is
not only reflected in the Western context but is also relevant to the Singaporean
context. The findings also suggest that the ethical traits of the leader is regarded as
having the most significant influence on responsible leadership, followed by context,
ethical accountability and finally people orientation. It should also be noted that apart
from being the second most significant dimension of responsible leadership, context
also plays the role of a mediating factor that impacts the other three primary
dimensions of responsible leadership.
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Figure 6-1: The Context Specific Responsible Leadership Model (CSRLM)

The CSRLM (Fig 6-1) was developed based on the findings of the case studies and
Delphi study which were synthesized with current literature. It was then empirically
tested and the results for each dimension of the model are discussed in detail below.
The CSRLM illustrates the multi-level dimensions of responsible leadership in
Singapore and how contextual factors surrounding the leader can influence the
individual leader’s values and traits and the organisation’s culture and values which in
turn influences responsible leadership. This hierarchical model captures the four
dimensions of responsible leadership in Singapore: people- orientation, ethical traits,
ethical accountability and context. It then models the impact of context on the
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dimensions people-orientation, ethical traits and ethical accountability in a
nomological network.

The overall findings indicate that the second-order dimensions people-orientation,
ethical traits, ethical accountability and context have a significant impact on the
higher-order construct responsible leadership in Singapore (Fig 6-2). Furthermore,
context also significantly influences the other antecedents of responsible leadership.
This finding of the centrality of context in responsible leadership highlights that
context is the ideal starting point for identifying and addressing responsible leadership
challenges (Eisenbeib & Brodbeck, 2014; Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014).

The findings suggest the importance of the CSRLM, which is hierarchical and
multidimensional and also offers empirical evidence of the relationship each
dimension has with the construct thus providing a clearer understanding of the
complexities of responsible leadership as a multi-dimensional construct as
conceptualised by Pless and Maak (2011) and Stahl and Sully de Luque (2014).
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Figure 6-2: The Context Specific Responsible Leadership Model (CSRLM) with
hypotheses

6.3.1

Ethical Traits

According to Sison (2006), good leadership not only requires professional competence
but also moral integrity. It has been argued that when leaders uphold strong moral
values, they are seen as being responsible leaders (Price, 2008). Maak and Pless
(2006a) detail the importance of leader attributes and character in their examination of
the relational perspective of responsible leadership. They believe that responsible
leaders must possess individual values such as integrity, honesty, humility and courage
as well as relational or interpersonal values such as fairness, tolerance and
trustworthiness (Maak & Pless 2006b). In Boreckà’s (2014) analysis of 57 articles that
highlight the antecedents of responsible leadership, the ethical qualities of a leader was
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one of the most commonly mentioned antecedents. This further supports the literature
that responsible leaders must possess ethical traits.

In this study, the ethical traits of the leader were strongly emphasised in both the faceto-face interviews (Phase One) and the Delphi study (Phase Two) as being important
factors that influence responsible leadership. The participants cited having integrity,
being fair, being humble, being trustworthy, demonstrating empathy and being a role
model who walks the talk as important factors of responsible leadership. Five subdimensions were identified as being related to ethical traits using the descriptors from
the findings of Phases One and Two. These were role model, humility, integrity,
empathy and fairness. The dimension and sub-dimensions were empirically tested in
Phase Three of this study and the results demonstrate that responsible leadership has a
significant relationship with the second-order dimension ethical traits and is in fact the
most significant predictor with β= 0.423. The findings also illustrate that the five subdimensions role model (0.920), humility (0.945), integrity (0.944), empathy (0.951),
and fairness (0.918) are significant components of ethical traits.

The findings of this study therefore support literature that responsible leadership is
largely influenced by the traits of a leader (Cameron, 2011; Freeman & Auster, 2011;
Maak & Pless 2006b; Pless, 2007; Price, 2008; Sison, 2006) from the context of
Singapore. In Singapore, the culture and ethos of the nation appear to have had a large
influence of the morality of its leaders. As pointed out by an interviewee in Phase One,
“the ethos of the nation guides the actions of its leaders”. This was echoed by others
that were interviewed who felt that the high moral standards embedded in Singaporean
culture made it easier for them to uphold their moral principles. It is believed that
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national culture has a strong role in the development of an individual’s beliefs, actions
and goals and thus morality (Schwartz, 2006). This is especially so in Singapore where
national culture originated from religious and Confucian ethics as described above.
Morality is often influenced by national culture because people are inclined to behave
in a socially corporative way (Vauclair & Fischer, 2011). In the case of Singapore,
national values, based on religious teachings and Confucian ethics such as
collectivism, virtuousness, righteousness and benevolence as well as self-reflection
and moral reasoning have been ingrained into Singaporean culture by the government
(Chua, 1995; Tan, 2012). It is therefore not surprising that these same descriptors were
used by several of the leaders interviewed when describing the traits of a responsible
leader since these are the traits that society construes as being important moral values.
The findings of this study therefore clearly illustrate that in keeping with current
literature, ethical traits are perceived as a significant dimension of responsible
leadership and that the ethos and culture of the nation (context) influences the leader’s
moral inclinations. However, apart from confirming current literature, the findings also
measure the degree of importance of ethical traits in the influence of responsible
leadership behaviour as well as the significance of the impact that context has on these
traits from the Singaporean perspective.

6.3.2

Context

As mentioned by the leaders interviewed for this study, being able to consistently
maintain one’s values can sometimes be a challenge. This is especially so in a diverse,
cross-cultural context. It has been stated in ethics literature by Immanuel Kant that as
human beings, people have the ability to reason, self-reflect and instinctively
differentiate right from wrong (Paton, 2009). However, this is not always the case as
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people sometimes chose not to do what is right especially when faced with complex
situations. As seen from reports of irresponsible behaviour highlighted in the Chapter
One, people can become vulnerable to moral weaknesses thus ignoring their virtues
and sense of moral reasoning. They become victims of greed and develop a sense of
complacency that leads to an illusion of self-justification, resulting in them failing to
do what is right (Ciulla, 2003). According to Sackmann (2006), values are culturalspecific and as such, business and national values can contradict individual values as
the perception of moral values may differ in different societies. Depending on the
context, not all values are ‘good’. For example, in some cultures, bribery may be
viewed as a shared value that is morally acceptable but to most cultures, bribery is
morally wrong (Donaldson, 1996). Since moral values should “go beyond what you
can get away with” (Green, 2009, p.132), leading in countries that honour values
contradictory to the norm can be a challenge for the responsible leader. Responsible
leaders have to have the ability to discern good from bad and to exercise practical
wisdom based not just on the facts but also the circumstances when it comes to making
difficult decisions (Crockett, 2005). It has been mentioned above that the culture and
ethos of a nation influences a leader’s moral values and propensity to make ethically
responsible decisions. This suggests that leaders operating in countries where there is
a system of good governance and a strong set of rules in place, that demands
accountability and transparency, will have less difficulties enacting responsible
leadership (Young & Thyil, 2014). This seems to be the case in Singapore where the
results of this study attribute the rule of law, as the primary guide to what is right and
wrong which eases the process of making difficult decisions.
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Context has been identified as having a significant influence on responsible leadership
in all three phases of this study thus reflecting the literature (Pless & Maak, 2011; Stahl
& Sully de Luque, 2014; Witt and Stahl, 2015). As discussed, those interviewed in
Phase One of this study spoke of the ethos of the nation, national culture and the rule
of law as having a significant impact on responsible leadership in Singapore. Many
also spoke about how Singapore’s history and life experiences have moulded their
understanding of right and wrong. Most felt that Singapore has survived and become
successful because ethics and operating with integrity have been the foundation of
Singapore’s culture. Furthermore, leaders past and present have been raised since
childhood with this strong moral foundation thus enabling them to lead responsibly.

In Singapore, the ruling government (PAP) has zero tolerance for corruption and
demands transparency and integrity within the civil service and society (Quah, 2013).
As discussed, the government has held strong control over all aspects of the country
including the social values of the nation. This involvement of the PAP has resulted in
outstanding progress that has taken Singapore from a third world country to one of the
richest countries in the world (Greenfield, 2012). It has also placed Singapore in the
top ten of Transparency International’s (2015) list of least corrupted countries for the
past 20 years acknowledging Singapore as a well-governed and transparent nation
(Quah, 2013). The influence of the government’s ethos and its rule of law therefore
influence Singaporean leaders’ orientation towards being honest and transparent.
These findings illustrate that context is perceived to play a significant role in the
enactment of responsible leadership in Singapore. It extends literature by measuring
the degree of significance of this role and also identifies the factors within context that
have contributed to the presence of responsible leadership in Singapore.
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In a collectivist society like Singapore (Hofstede 1980), people are likely to adhere to
social norms as they are primarily concerned with maintaining social justice and
harmonious relationships and favour outcomes that benefit the community (Thorne &
Saunders, 2002). In 1988 a vision of Shared Values was proposed by Deputy Prime
Minister Goh Chok Tong (Tan, 2012). This vision outlined “a commitment to the
nation before community, to society before self, the family as the basic unit of society,
community support and respect for the individual, consensus not conflict and racial
and religious harmony” (Tan, 2012, p. 415). The vision of shared values augmented
the national culture that was already in place which was based on Asian values. It
reinforced the need for Singaporeans to practise the Confucian values of collectivism,
racial and religious harmony, righteousness and benevolence (Chua, 1995; Jingjit &
Fotaki, 2010; Tan, 2012). The perception that Singapore’s national culture of shared
values influences responsible leadership is evident from the interviews in Phase One
where the interviewees describe leadership not as being that of an individual leader
but a team. According to one leader, being an effective leader is about “journeying
with a group of people to achieve a set of goals and responsible leadership cannot be
divorced from that”. Another interviewee, who subscribes to the philosophy of
MacIntyre (2007), described responsible leadership in Singapore as “being responsible
to oneself, to the family, to the tribe and to the community that you work with”. From
the findings, it appears that the social norms of a society, such as Singapore’s national
culture of Asian/shared values, are perceived to influence the moral behaviour of
Singaporean leaders and thus their propensity towards responsible leadership.
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In addition, Schwartz (2006) suggests that culture influences how individuals comply
with their ethical intentions. For example, Schwartz’s study in 2006 proposed that in
Singapore the cultural value orientation is embeddedness, hierarchy and mastery.
According to Schwartz’s (2006) theory, this would imply that Singaporean culture is
inclined towards (1) collectivism, social relationships, shared goals, social order,
respect for tradition, security, obedience and wisdom which are representations of
embeddedness; (2) acceptance of authority and rules, unequal distribution of power,
obligations, humility and wealth which represent hierarchy; (3) self-assertion to direct
and change the natural and social environment for the greater good, ambition, success,
being daring and competent which represent mastery. Schwartz’s (2006) findings
represent Singaporean culture fairly accurately but fails to include the elements of
virtue such as benevolence, integrity and righteousness as described by the leaders in
Phase One. Nevertheless, Schwartz’s analysis of Singapore’s culture supports the
findings of this study, as well as literature on Singapore, that contextual factors are
perceived to influence a leader’s inclination towards responsible leadership in
Singapore.

The results of the Delphi study (Phase Two) further substantiate these findings as the
experts explain that both the internal and external environments are crucial elements
in the enactment of responsible leadership. Several experts agreed that the national
ethos, history and social systems and boundaries can influence responsible leadership.
The experts expanded the scope of context to also include freedom of speech, freedom
to practice religion, the standard of living and the amount of competition society
encounters as strong influences of responsible leadership. Further testing in Phase
Three revealed that context is the second most influential factor of responsible
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leadership (β= 0.328). The findings also show that context has a significant association
with the first-order constructs national culture (0.925), education (0.917), governance
(0.869), social environment (0.895) and business environment (0.861) confirming the
findings of Phases One and Two as well as current literature. The overall results of this
study therefore strongly suggest that context is perceived to play a significant role in
the enactment of responsible leadership in Singapore.

6.3.3

Ethical Accountability

According to Maak and Pless (2006b), responsible leaders are not necessarily moral
heroes but are ordinary people who are led by their virtues and moral principles.
Chapter One highlights how the events of recent years have illustrated that the lack of
personal and/or organisational integrity can lead to deception with severe
consequences. These acts of deception are due to lapses in moral judgement as leaders
find their integrity challenged by organisational, social and political processes
(Brenkert, 2006). It has therefore been suggested that accountability ensures the
maintenance of integrity as leaders are made to provide an account of their actions and
in doing so become aware that their integrity is at stake and as such make conscious
efforts to make decisions based on good moral values and reasoning (Brenkert, 2006).
Being an ethically responsible leader however is not solely based on personal
accountability, the leader also sets the rules and expectations for ethical behaviour
within the organisation and ensure accountability by all (Trevino et al., 2003). Leaders
must be consistent and conscientious in their actions and demonstrate transparency
and openness towards their followers. In doing so, they set the example for their
followers to behave in a similar manner (Kalshoven et al., 2011a; Kirkpatrick & Locke,
1991; Maak & Pless, 2006a). This concept is reflected in the findings of Phase One of
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this study, the leaders interviewed indicated that ethical lapses cannot be tolerated
within the organisation and it is up to the leader to set the code of ethics and
expectations of ethical behaviour for the organisation and to walk the talk. They also
stressed that everyone within the organisation, including the leader, has to be
responsible for their actions. Many also felt that ultimately, it is the leader’s
responsibility to ensure accountability by all. These findings synthesise with current
literature highlighted above and in the literature review.
The majority also felt that regardless of the context, the moral codes of the organisation
should be followed. These strong convictions towards ethical accountability amongst
Singaporean leaders could be attributed to the rules-based governance that exists in
Singapore. Known as a society that has strict policies against dishonesty and
corruption, Singapore has developed a reputation for being transparent with a low
corruption rate (Quah, 2013). It is interesting to note however that the Singaporean
leaders interviewed did not resent the strict rule of law. In contrast, those interviewed
welcome the rules and explained that the rules helped them manage the tension
between being effective and responsible as they form the guidelines of what cannot be
crossed. One interviewee aptly described it:
“If you talk of the average (Singaporean) leader, I think he is fortunate because
the ethos of the country helps him out (with being responsible). The ethos of
the country is incorruptibility so he doesn’t have to compromise in terms of
corruption. The ethos of the county is integrity so he doesn’t have to worry
about his pay and other things. So he is constrained by the ethos of the country
– that becomes important”
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According to S. Lynham (personal communication, October 2014), a rules-based
society could imply that the requirements of one group within the constituency are
strictly spelled out but this doesn’t necessarily mean that other groups within the
constituency are agreeable to these rules. Lynham (2014) believes that the competing
needs of the other groups could provoke tension away from responsible leadership.
However, in the case of Singapore, it appears that the majority of the constituents’
needs are met by the rules hence there is more acceptance than resentment of the rules
resulting in positive outcomes as demonstrated in the findings. It is important to note
however that those interviewed stressed that they were also guided by their personal
values and belief systems that go beyond the written rules.

There were also contrasting views where the leaders felt that in some circumstances,
it was important to reflect on the situation at hand and to exercise moral awareness and
moral imagination when making decisions so that a good outcome can be achieved for
all involved. This finding echoes the literature that a leader’s propensity towards
responsible leadership can be impacted by context (Donaldson, 1996; Stahl & Sully
de Luque, 2014; Witt & Stahl, 2015) and that responsible leaders use relational
intelligence (emotional intelligence and ethical intelligence) to navigate the dilemmas
they face in their decision-making (Pless & Maak, 2005). In the case of Singapore, it
appears from the findings that the Confucian-influenced collectivist culture has
embedded in leaders the qualities of self-awareness, human empathy, moral
awareness, moral reflection and moral imagination which are all elements of relational
intelligence (Pless & Maak, 2005). It is possible therefore to infer that the cultural
values of a nation can influence its leaders to develop relational intelligence.
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The results of the findings from Phase One indicate that leaders are expected to be held
accountable for their decisions. However in contrast, ethical accountability was not
significantly reflected in the Delphi study (Phase Two). Nevertheless, the quantitative
testing in Phase Three identified the dimension ethical accountability as a key predictor
of responsible leadership (β= 0.262). The results also indicate that the sub-dimensions
of ethical accountability which are ethical guidance (0.964), stakeholder orientation
(0.964) and ethical awareness (0.960) are significantly related. These quantitative
results confirm theory and the case study findings that the dimension ethical
accountability significantly influences responsible leadership from the context of
Singapore.

6.3.4

People Orientation

According to Trevino et al. (2003), ethical leaders are perceived as being peoplefocused who care about people, respect them, encourage them to develop and treat
them right. Responsible leadership emphasises the development of relationships with
stakeholders and therefore interpersonal values such as caring for others and
demonstrating mutual respect and tolerance is important (Maak & Pless, 2006b). The
job of a responsible leader therefore should include caring for others and being
responsible for them (Ciulla, 2009).

In the face-to-face interviews with Singaporean leaders (Phase One), the importance
of people orientation was highlighted by the majority of those interviewed. Leaders
spoke about care and concern for their people, having compassion and helping them
out even financially when necessary. They also spoke about empowering them to be
the best that they can be. These descriptions of a responsible leader are not only in
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keeping with literature but also with the collectivist culture of Singapore as a society
as discussed above.

The concept that responsible leaders must be people orientated was further reinforced
in the findings of the Delphi study where the experts used descriptors such as being
caring, considerate, compassionate, empowering, inspiring, motivating, having respect
for the dignity of others and being able to listen and understand to describe a
responsible leader. When asked to rate the factors that influence responsible
leadership, the experts rated being caring, considerate and compassionate as the third
most important antecedent of responsible leadership. Results of further testing in Phase
Three indicated that people orientation is a predictor of responsible leadership (β=
0.170) and that the two sub-dimensions agreeableness and empowerment share a
significant positive relationship with people orientation with loadings of 0.966 and
0.949 respectively. The results therefore reflect literature that responsible leadership
is relational (Maak & Pless, 2006a; 2006b) and that responsible leaders are peopleoriented and demonstrate care and empathy to those within and outside the
organisation (Maak & Pless, 2009).

The emphasis on people orientation amongst Singaporean leaders is not surprising
since Singapore began as a small, multi-cultural fishing village where people lived in
enclaves (“kampungs”) and shared a culture of collectivism and racial harmony.
Caring for one’s neighbours came naturally to the locals those days and as Singapore
progressed, the collective spirit of the “kampung” remained; as recounted by one of
the participants in Phase One of the study who spoke about his childhood in the 1960s.
He described his neighbours as being of all races and religions with whom he
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interacted closely. He also spoke of the collectivist spirit with close-knit communities
where people were “colour blind” and one’s race didn’t matter.

According to Hofstede (1984), Singapore has a low individualist score of 20. More
recently, the GLOBE studies have also placed Singapore high on the list of countries
that value collectivism (Li, Ngin and Teo, 2008). The collectivist culture, although less
common, is still present today despite society having adopted a capitalist economy
(Ho, 2015; Seow, 2016; Sin, 2016). This could possibly be due to the high degree of
government intervention in maintaining racial harmony and Confucian values within
Singapore’s society (Chua, 1995; Tan, 2012). Moreover, Confucian values which
underscore the patriarchal style of family-run businesses is still practised by many
Singaporean leaders. Patriarchal style businesses require business leaders to be obliged
to take care of their “families” who are in effect those who work for the business
(Gupta et al., 2009). Hence, being people oriented would be a natural part of business
culture in Singapore. One interviewee confirmed this as he explained that the Asian
economies are still dominated by many family-type practices and this has translated
into the family-type treatment of employees where leaders look after their flock. He
said that it was important to set the tone that his is a caring organisation and that in
doing so, a different sort of relationship develops between management and employees
resulting in loyalty and long-term sustainability. This further reinforces the idea that
the cultural influences of a nation has an impact on a leader’s propensity towards
people orientation.

As discussed above, communitarianism has been the corner stone of Singapore’s
culture even before the vision of “Shared Values” was introduced to the citizens by
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the PAP in 1988 (Chua, 1995). Society is encouraged to compromise their selfish
individual interests for the common good of the community (Tan, 2012). However, in
recent years, the influx of Western ideals and influences, the wealth of the nation, as
well as the emphasis on materialism in Singapore (Poh, 2015; Sim, 2015) has
influenced the ethos of the younger generation and the government has had to
intervene once again to ensure the preservation of the collectivist, Confucianinfluenced national culture amongst Singaporean youth. For example, a Character and
Citizenship Education (CCE) framework was introduced to schools by the Ministry of
Education in 2012 to inculcate national values in the younger generation (Ministry of
Education, 2012). The Singapore government also endorses projects like community
gardening which enable neighbours living in high-rise public housing to collectively
tend to their community gardens and thus preserve the collective spirit (National Parks
Board, 2015). The Singapore Prime Minister, Lee Hsien Loong frequently reminds
Singaporeans not to take the nation’s collectivist culture for granted, to treasure the
social and racial harmony present in the country and nurture the spirit of caring and
compassion for each other so that these values will not be lost over the next generations
(Lee, 2015). In his National Day Rally Speech in 2015, Lee said:

“Some people may think racial and religious harmony is not a problem
anymore and that I am making too much about this. But they would be
wrong…We are a multi-racial and multi-religious society and we are always
at risk of deep fault lines opening up and we must never take our present happy
state of affairs for granted. The second factor of our success, after multiracialism is our culture of self-reliance and mutual support… The ethos of our
society is clear – if you work hard, you should do well and that is good for you
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and we should cheer you and celebrate it, but at the same time, if you do well,
we expect you to help others and everyone has to work together so that we
succeed as one team Singapore.” (Lee, 2015)
The PAP’s intervention to preserve the national culture and values of Singapore has
had a positive effect on Singaporeans, regardless of their age, as reflected in the
findings of this study. The participants of Phases One and Three of this study spanned
an age group ranging from those in their early twenties to their seventies and the results
have shown an even distribution amongst the age groups of participants who regard
people orientation as a significant factor in being a responsible leader in Singapore.

6.3.5

Impact of Context on Other Dimensions

An important aspect of this study is the discovery that apart from context representing
a key predictor of responsible leadership, the findings also illustrate that context
impacts the other primary dimensions of responsible leadership namely people
orientation, ethical traits and ethical accountability. This is evident from the discussion
above, where context, specifically Singapore’s history, national values and ethos, rule
of law and governance of the nation are perceived to influence Singaporean leaders’
tendency towards the three other dimensions of responsible leadership. The results of
Phase Three highlighted a standardized beta of 0.330 for the impact of context on
people orientation (CONT- PEOR), 0.352 for the impact context on ethical traits
(CONT-ETTR) and 0.411 for impact of context on ethical accountability (CONTETAC) indicating that context has a significant impact on the other dimensions of
responsible leadership.
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The combined results of this study therefore illustrate that from a Singaporean
framework, although context significantly influences responsible leadership, it also
plays an important role in a leader’s propensity towards responsible leadership. This
is similar to the current findings of research carried out from a Western context and
illustrates that context plays a mitigating role in responsible leadership behaviour both
from a Western and non-Western context (Miska et al., 2013; Stahl & Sully de Luque,
2014; Witt & Stahl, 2015). The impact of context on the other primary dimensions of
responsible leadership is further confirmed by the earlier findings of Shakeela’s (2009)
study on responsible leadership from a non-Western context of the Maldives and Sri
Lanka. Similar to this study, she found that responsible leadership in the two countries
she researched is determined by the factors of contextual complexity and that context
manifests itself in two ways – playing the role of a singular dimension of responsible
leadership and as an interacting variable.

However, although it may seem obvious that context would influence responsible
leadership, it is important to understand the extent and significance of this influence.
In the case of the findings of this study, it appears that from the perspective of
Singapore, context is perceived to have a significant impact on the three other
dimensions of responsible leadership hence influencing Singaporean leaders’
inclination towards responsible leadership behaviour. However, context may not have
the same degree of influence in a different society where the sub-dimensions of context
and the relationship and impact that context has on the other dimensions of responsible
leadership may differ. The findings of Witt and Stahl’s (2015) cross-societal study of
institutional and cultural influences on leaders’ responsible leadership orientation
revealed that societies classified under the same cultural clusters, according to the
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GLOBE project (House et al., 2004), do not necessarily have the same orientation
towards responsible leadership. They suggest that “no single cultural dimension or
institutional characteristic (or limited set of cultural and institutional factors) is likely
to predict or explain differences in leaders’ responsibility orientations across
countries” (Witt & Stahl, 2015, p.24). Their findings suggest that understanding what
influences a leader’s propensity towards responsible leadership involves a variety of
factors working interdependently to encourage responsible leadership behaviour. As
such it cannot be presumed that context will influence responsible leadership in a
similar manner across similar cultural clusters let alone across the globe.

Generally, in cross-cultural studies on leadership, comparisons are often made to
determine how national culture influences leadership behaviour in different societal
settings (Den Hartog et al., 1999; Dickson et al., 2012; Eisenbeib & Brodbeck, 2014;
House et al., 2004; Mittal & Dorfman, 2012). However, national culture is not the sole
antecedent of leadership behaviour. As illustrated in the case of responsible leadership,
theory as well as the findings of this study suggest that other contextual factors (subdimensions) such as governance, education as well as social and business
environments can also play a role in influencing leadership behaviour. For example,
in the case of Singapore, governance has played a significant role in preserving its
nation’s cultural values such as collectivism, social harmony and integrity, all of which
are perceived as factors that influence responsible leadership in Singapore. It is
possible however that this is a unique situation exclusive to Singapore (particularly in
the developed world) since such intense government involvement in its citizens’ lives,
as discussed above, is not common. Therefore, the degree of influence that context, as
well as the sub-dimensions of context, have on responsible leadership in Singapore
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may differ from other societies. Hence, it is important to measure the relationship
amongst the sub-dimensions of context and how they come together to influence the
enactment of responsible leadership in other countries. It is also essential to measure
the impact that context has on other primary dimensions of responsible leadership as
this impact could play a significant role in a leader’s propensity towards responsible
leadership behaviour.

The findings of this study offer empirical evidence to support current theories (Miska
et al., 2013; Pless & Maak, 2011; Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014; Witt & Stahl, 2015)
that context influences responsible leadership. More importantly, this study measures
the strength of the relationship amongst the sub-dimensions of context as well as the
degree of impact context has on each primary dimension of responsible leadership thus
offering a better understanding of the extent of the role of context in influencing
responsible leadership behaviour from a Singaporean perspective. This information is
a valuable contribution to literature on responsible leadership.

6.4

CONCLUSION

The findings of this study offer empirical evidence to enhance the understanding of
responsible leadership as a multi-dimensional construct (Pless & Maak, 2011; Stahl &
Sully de Luque, 2014). It also supports the definition that responsible leadership is
relational (Maak & Pless, 2006a) as the findings demonstrate how leaders develop
caring relationships with their stakeholders. The Context Specific Responsible
Leadership Model (CSRLM) developed for this study demonstrates that whilst context
is a primary dimension of responsible leadership, it is also a moderating factor that
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impacts the other three primary dimensions of responsible leadership from a
Singaporean perspective. The findings also suggest that the perceived traits and values
of a responsible Singaporean leader are similar to what is documented in current
literature that is based on Western contexts.

In summary, this study offers a better understanding and empirical evidence of
responsible leadership from the Singaporean context. In particular, it highlights the
significant dual role of context and how it has influenced the definition of responsible
leadership, the perception of the dimensions of responsible leadership as well as the
enactment of responsible leadership in Singapore. The findings inform the research
questions:

1. What are the factors that influence responsible leadership?
2. What are the dimensions of responsible leadership?
3. How does context impact the dimensions of responsible leadership in Singapore?
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7

7.1

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION

INTRODUCTION

As noted in Chapter One, research on responsible leadership has progressed over the
years but is still in its early stages with notable gaps in current literature on the topic.
Although the initial concepts of responsible leadership have been studied and a clearer
understanding of these concepts has developed, the field of responsible leadership is
still fluid (Boreckà, 2014; Pless & Maak, 2011). As illustrated in this study,
responsible leadership is a complex phenomenon that is multi-level and extends
globally across economies as well a myriad of contextual situations. Leaders are no
longer simply required to be economically effective; they are also tasked to ensure that
their decisions take into account the betterment of society and the environment (Maak
& Pless, 2009; Maak et al., 2016). There is therefore an urgent need for empirical
research to ascertain the factors that influence responsible leadership and how context
can impact a leader’s propensity towards behaving responsibly both from Western and
non-Western contexts (Miska et al., 2014; Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014; Waldman &
Balven, 2014; Witt & Stahl, 2015). This study offers contributions to existing theory
that will enable a better understanding of the multi-level theory of responsible
leadership by providing empirical evidence of the factors that influence this
phenomenon and the significant role that context plays in the enactment of responsible
leadership in Singapore. This chapter will discuss the contributions to theory,
methodology and practice followed by the limitations of the study. It will then offer
recommendations for future practice and research.
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7.2

CONTRIBUTIONS TO THEORY

This study offers several important theoretical contributions to enable a better
understanding of the multi-level theory of responsible leadership and the dimensions
that influence responsible leadership. It provides empirical evidence of the factors that
influence responsible leadership and the significant role that context plays in the
enactment of responsible leadership in Singapore.

First with regard to context, although empirical studies on responsible leadership have
emerged in recent years, few have explored this phenomenon from a non-Western
perspective (Doh, Stumpf & Tymon, 2011; Shakeela, 2009; Witt & Stahl, 2015) and
there are no published studies of responsible leadership in Singapore. The findings of
this study offer a unique insight into the perceptions of responsible leadership, the
factors that influence it and the impact of context on responsible leadership behaviour
from a Singaporean perspective. These findings have answered the call for empirical
research on responsible leader mind-sets and how responsible leadership is perceived
in situations outside of a Western context thus giving a clearer understanding of the
complexities of responsible leadership and how the sense-making processes of leaders
may vary in different contextual situations (Pless & Maak, 2011; Stahl & Sully de
Luque, 2014; Witt & Stahl, 2015). Furthermore, unlike GLOBE’s empirical research
on the role of culture in shaping leadership behaviours, the findings of this study are
not limited to middle managers (Wang, Waldman & Zhang, 2012) instead, it extends
to the executive leaders giving a broader perspective of the phenomenon from a
Singaporean context.
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Second, the current literature on responsible leadership primarily focuses on the traits
of an individual leader and organisational culture. In Boreckà’s (2014) survey study of
57 articles on responsible leadership dated from 1998 to 2012, only three articles
mentioned societal or cultural variables. Although several studies have taken a
prescriptive approach to show that responsible leadership is a multi-dimensional
construct (Pless & Maak, 2011; Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014), few have paid specific
attention to how context influences responsible leadership and tested those assertions
empirically (Waldman & Balven, 2014; Witt & Stahl, 2015). This study presents early
empirical evidence of both Pless and Maak’s (2011) and Stahl & Sully de Luque’s
(2014) theories that responsible leadership is a multi-dimensional construct through
the Context Specific Responsible Leadership Model (CSRLM). By using the CSRLM
model in future studies, scholars will be able to explain and predict responsible
leadership across different cultural settings, a novel contribution in the cross-cultural
application of responsible leadership.

Third, this study illustrates how context impacts the other dimensions of responsible
leadership. It is clear from the literature that context plays a significant role in both the
perception of responsible leadership and how it is enacted. Witt and Stahl’s (2015)
research suggests that contextual factors such as culture and socio-economic
influences can affect a leader’s propensity towards responsible leadership and ethical
behaviour but they felt that further research is required to understand “how, when and
why” this occurs (p.25). This study has responded to their call for more empirical
research that explores the contextual factors that moderate a leader’s propensity to
engage in responsible leadership behaviour (Stahl and Sully de Luque, 2014; Wang et
al., 2012; Witt & Stahl, 2015) by using a three-phase research strategy that first applied
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a qualitative study of face-to-face interviews to ascertain the perceptions of influential
Singaporean leaders on responsible leadership (Phase One). This phase was followed
by a Delphi study (Phase Two) to verify the findings from Phase One. Finally, Phase
Three consolidated the findings from Phases One and Two to develop a contextspecific model and an instrument to test this model. The findings demonstrate that
apart from being a primary dimension of responsible leadership, context also has an
impact on the other primary dimensions of responsible leadership from the perspective
of Singapore. For instance, the findings of this study established that from a
Singaporean context, contextual factors such as national culture, governance,
education and socio-economic influences are perceived to influence responsible
leadership behaviour in Singapore. Furthermore, the results and the evaluation of the
structural model in Phase Three also indicate that context is perceived to have a
varying degree of impact on the dimensions Ethical Traits, Ethical Accountability and
People Orientation, thus influencing a leaders’ propensity towards responsible
leadership behaviour. This dual-role of context begins to answer Witt and Stahl’s
(2015) ‘how’ question and also gives a preliminary insight into the ‘why’ question
enabling a better understanding of the impact of context on responsible leadership.

Fourth, the Delphi stage of the study included a group of academic and industry experts
from the field of responsible and ethical leadership. The two iterations involving
several questions that included issues concerning responsible leader attributes,
definitions and antecedents drew views consisting novel perspectives that were
incorporated into the survey instrument. These new insights are likely to extend the
current theoretical understanding of the topic particularly in relation to the role of
context on responsible leadership.
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Fifth, in the literature on the role of virtue ethics in responsible leadership, technical
excellence and moral excellence are perceived to be linked and hence theory states that
there is no division between effectiveness and ethics (Cameron, 2011; Ciulla 2003;
Irwin 1999). This would imply that “to not be responsible is to not be effective as a
leader” (Walman & Galvin, 2008, p. 327). The findings from this study have
confirmed this understanding amongst Singaporean leaders and provide empirical
evidence to further develop this view.

Finally, Pless and Maak (2005) argued that responsible leaders require relational
intelligence in order to develop relationships with stakeholders from diverse
backgrounds, cultures and mind-sets. There is evidence to suggest that Singaporean
leaders appear to apply relational intelligence in their decision-making processes,
possibly due to their Confucian-influenced collectivist culture. Further studies on how
the Eastern Confucian-influenced culture promotes relational intelligence could
further develop Pless and Maak’s (2005) theory thus offering a clearer understanding
of how to apply relational intelligence in the management of ethical dilemmas in
diverse cultural situations.

7.3

CONTRIBUTIONS TO METHODOLOGY

There are several methodological contributions that have arisen from this study. First,
the study follows a mixed methodology involving a qualitative phase, Delphi study
and a quantitative phase. Most mixed methodology research consists of two phases of
research (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011) however in this study, an Ethical Delphi
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study (Millar et al., 2007) was included to substantiate the findings of the case studies
in Phase One. The combined results of the two studies were then used in the
development of the hypotheses and questionnaire for the quantitative study. This
approach of combining 3 methods to examine responsible leadership is novel, and
therefore makes a unique methodological contribution to the field.

Second, this thesis presents its findings through hierarchical modelling, using partial
least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) to estimate the dimensions and
sub-dimensions of the overall research model. Literature suggests that responsible
leadership is a complex multi-level construct. However, empirical validation of this
theory is currently limited (Fernando, 2015; Pless & Maak, 2011; Stahl & Sully de
Luque, 2014, Witt & Stahl, 2015). PLS-SEM is useful in the development and testing
of a hierarchical model as it has almost no limiting assumptions with regard to model
specifications and data and is not constrained by identification concerns even in cases
of complex models (Chin, 2010; Hair et al., 2011; Wetzels et al., 2009). Therefore, the
flexibility that PLS-SEM offers makes it an appropriate choice of method in the study
of a complex, multi-level construct such as responsible leadership. The introduction of
PLS-SEM in this study will encourage future researchers to explore the context
specific, hierarchical, multi-dimensional responsible leadership construct and to use
PLS-SEM in their research.

Third, the CSRLM model developed in this study was validated for the first time as a
higher-order model clearly providing new insights and clarifications to the
methodological gestalt of PLS path modelling and theory validation. Using the
approach of repeated indicators (Wold, 1982; Wetzels et al., 2009) in estimating the
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higher-order responsible leadership model, the study contributes to the emerging
complex modelling paradigm in world business research which aims to capture reality
(Cudeck & Henly, 2003) by embracing verisimilitude/completeness of constructs
(Meehl, 1990).

Finally, a scale to measure the factors that influence responsible leadership was
developed by adapting existing values-based leadership scales that share conceptual
overlaps with responsible leadership. To date, a scale to measure the dimensions of
responsible leadership has yet to be developed using this unique mixed methodology,
and this scale will be a significant contribution to methodology.

7.4

CONTRIBUTIONS TO PRACTICE

Having witnessed the economic, environmental and societal disasters that have
occurred globally due to the indiscretions of leaders in society today, there is an
urgency for leaders to develop a better understanding of how to lead responsibly in
order to regain the trust of their followers. Furthermore, leaders that operate globally
are challenged to manage at micro, meso and macro levels (Voegtlin et al., 2012) as
the leader is required to connect with people from diverse cultures and backgrounds,
and with differing values and views (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1998). It is believed that this
can only be done through the development of relationships with and amongst
stakeholders with a shared goal for the betterment of society as a whole (Maak & Pless,
2006a). To achieve this, a better understanding of how responsible leadership is
enacted is needed and this study contributes to practice by providing clarity for leaders
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who are required to navigate difficult contextual situations. It offers several
contributions to practice.

First, leaders can benefit from the study findings noting that the ethical traits of the
leader are the most important determinants of responsible leadership. As facilitators of
the relational process with stakeholders and stewards of “personal and professional
integrity”, responsible leaders must aspire for desirable virtues such as “respect, care,
honesty, accountability, humility and trust” (Maak and Pless, 2006a p.104, 108).

Second, the role of context in determining responsible leadership can be used to
address leadership challenges when operating globally. Witt and Stahl (2015) called
for further research to explain how a leader’s cultural values and orientations affect
their propensity to engage in responsible leadership. The findings of this study not only
answer this call but also illustrate how this propensity can be influenced by contextual
factors such as national culture, governance, education as well as social and business
environments. In understanding the critical role of context, leaders will be able to make
informed decisions on how to proceed when faced with dilemmas of context in their
enactment of responsible leadership.

Third, for leaders who work across cultures, the findings of this study can help in terms
of increasing their understanding of the significance of the influence of culture on the
national values of a country, and that what is universally considered moral in one
country may not be perceived the same in another (Dickson et al., 2012). This offers
the leader the options to decide how to enact responsible leadership in a foreign
environment. For example, when operating in a country where bribery is
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institutionalised, in order to remain an ethically responsible leader (Dickson et al.,
2012; Witt & Stahl, 2015), the leader will have to decide whether to compromise
values and participate in this practice for business progress or to maintain personal
values and refuse to participate.

Fourth, leaders should understand the important role responsible leadership plays in
the sustainability of an organisation (Eisenbieb & Brodbeck, 2014). Theory has
illustrated that adopting a stakeholder-oriented approach to responsible leadership
promotes shared value creation for both the organisation and society (Porter & Kramer,
2011; Waldman & Siegel, 2008). In addition, it increases leaders’ abilities to address
the needs of different stakeholders thus gaining legitimacy and acceptance in the
environment in which they operate. This increases the sustainability of the
organisation (Witt & Stahl, 2015). Lynham and Chermack’s (2006) Responsible
Leadership for Performance theory (RLP) suggests that responsible leaders have to be
effective, ethical and have the endurance to sustain their leadership. With the
understanding of the factors that influence responsible leadership, leaders will be able
to moderate their behaviour to achieve sustainability while being responsible in their
actions.

Fifth, as Singapore is a cosmopolitan nation that has been influenced by the West, it is
not a typical Asian city and reflects a high degree of capitalism and Western
preferences in their lifestyle choices. However, despite the influence of the West,
Asian traditions still remain strong resulting in a culture that is a fusion of East and
West. This context has offered the basis for this study as it highlights the dilemmas
that Singaporean leaders face of balancing the two cultures in challenging leadership
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situations. The findings could help Western leaders operating in Asian cities
understand how to manage difficult decision-making processes which require the
balancing of Eastern and Western ideological and cultural values.

Finally, given the influence the Singaporean business leaders participating in the
qualitative study have at the policy-making, industry and professional levels, the
findings of this study are likely to help in Singapore’s current drive to raise its citizen’s
moral awareness and ethical accountability (Goh, 2010; Lee, 2012). Singaporean
educators, leaders of organisations, government and professional bodies could use the
findings of this study to nurture and support the next generation of responsible leaders.

7.5

LIMITATIONS

As with any empirical study, there are several key potential limitations of this study
that should be noted. First is the context specific nature of the study. The study was
conducted in Singapore in the Singaporean business sector. With the exception of the
Delphi study which comprised experts from Australia, USA and Singapore, the
qualitative study included 20 influential Singaporean business leaders and the survey
consisted of 210 participants operating in organisations based in Singapore. Although
the three-stage development of the scale adds methodological rigour to the findings,
the context specific nature of the study from a Singaporean setting requires caution in
generalising the findings to a broader set of conditions or contexts (Creswell & Plano
Clark, 2011; Yin, 2011).
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Second is the issue of social desirability. It has been observed that participants of
research studies on ethics are often keen to present a socially-desirable image of
themselves, showing themselves and their organisations in an embellished light
(Crane, 1999). This issue of social desirability and self-serving bias, a common
phenomenon particularly in studies related to ethics, may be difficult to control
(Fernando, Dharmage & Almeida, 2008; Phau & Kea, 2006) and hence the data
collected may be compromised (Chung & Monroe, 2003). To narrow down the
possibility of social desirability in Phase Three of the research (quantitative study), the
participants remained anonymous and the questionnaire was distributed by an
independent party, Qualtrics, a leading market research firm, so that there was neither
communication nor familiarity between the researcher and participants. In addition,
the participants were asked to describe a responsible leader in their organisation rather
than themselves (see Appendix I). This approach to the questionnaire narrowed the
possibility of social desirability (Yukl et al., 2013).

Third are the limitations associated with the methods and analytical techniques used
in this study. For example, since the selection of the participants for the qualitative
study is purposive, there is a possibility of selection bias by the researcher (Creswell
& Plano Clark, 2011). The quality of the analysis of the qualitative findings rests on
the interpretations of the researcher and could therefore be influenced by the
researcher’s preconceived philosophies and prejudices (Yin, 2011). With the Delphi
study, the participation of experts is limited to the selected group. Experts outside the
participating panel may have other views or could rank the views under discussion
differently (Millar et al., 2007).
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Fourth, the dimension and sub-dimensions of responsible leadership in this study
emerged from the findings of Phase One and Two. These dimensions and subdimensions are therefore indicative of the perception of responsible leadership from
the context of Singapore. There could be other dimensions of responsible leadership
that did not appear in the findings of this study. Future research could be carried out
both in Singapore and in other countries to further investigate this issue.

Finally, the model represents a static nature of responsible leadership evaluation as the
findings are confined to a single point of time. To gain a deeper understanding,
longitudinal studies could be undertaken to evaluate managers’ perceptions of
responsible leadership over time.

Despite these potential limitations, this study makes several key theoretical,
methodological and practical contributions. It provides empirical insights into current
theories on responsible leadership as a multi-dimensional construct and explains the
role of context in the enactment of responsible leadership both as a dimension and a
moderator. These are important contributions to the study of responsible leadership
that could be the catalyst for future research in the field.

7.6

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PRACTICE

As more leaders operate in global environments, promoting ethical behaviour becomes
a challenge especially when operating in countries that lack the rule of law and when
global initiatives such as the UN Global Compact are not acknowledged (Stahl & Sully
de Luque, 2014). According to Boreckà (2014), responsible leadership “responds
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better than any other existing leadership theory to the challenges leaders of today’s
world are facing” (p. 69). Therefore it would be informative for business leaders to
understand responsible leadership as a multidimensional, context specific theory.
Knowing what the dimensions of responsible leadership are and the impact that context
can have on these dimensions will make leaders aware of the perils they could face
when managing in alien contexts. Moreover understanding the challenges of operating
as a responsible leader in unfamiliar territory would help prevent the temptation to
adopt cultural relativism as a convenient means to behave unethically and
irresponsibly (Donaldson, 1996) thus enabling leaders to make informed decisions in
challenging situations. This is especially important for organisations that are about to
embark on overseas ventures where their managers may be required to operate in
unfamiliar cultural circumstances.

The importance of developing and maintaining trustworthy and sustainable
relationships with stakeholders both within and beyond the organisation in the
enactment of responsible leadership is supported by the findings of this study (Boreckà
2014; Doh & Quigley, 2014; Lynham & Chermack, 2006; Maak & Pless, 2006a;
2006b). However, the growing number of corporate transgressions reported globally
as highlighted in Chapter One has led to a loss of confidence and trust in business
leaders and their organisations (Maak, 2007). A better understanding of how to adopt
a relational approach to responsible leadership and how to apply relational intelligence
when faced with ethical dilemmas can bridge the gaps between and amongst various
stakeholders (Boreckà 2014). This could help business leaders make responsible
decisions that benefit both their organisations and society at large enabling them to
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regain the trust of their stakeholders and reinstating their legitimacy to lead (Maritz et
al., 2011; Voegtlin, 2011).

The interviews with twenty highly influential and successful leaders in Singapore have
illustrated that being effective and ethically responsible are interconnected and that
both are needed for a business to be successful and sustainable. The case studies
developed from these interviews could act as affirmation and encouragement for
budding business leaders to help them realise that being effective and responsible are
mutually reinforcing leadership attributes. This knowledge could enable leaders to
reconcile these two types of leadership thus relieving the tension that appears when
they are in conflict since both are needed in business management. Leadership training
programmes could use the findings of this study to highlight ways to manage the
tension between profit-making and ethically responsible decision-making, such as
applying relational intelligence when faced with decision-making dilemmas.

As pointed out by Ghoshal (2005), the theories being taught in business schools today
focus predominantly on goals to successfully increase shareholder value thus
seemingly absolving their students of their moral responsibilities. Understanding the
importance of corporate social responsibility and leading ethically begins with
education (Fernando, 2015). Therefore business schools should be encouraged to
move away from the over emphasis on the importance of increasing shareholder value
and include the importance of stakeholder value in their curriculum (Ghoshal, 2005).
As more schools begin to include the topic of responsible leadership in their
management programmes (Fernando, 2015), findings such as those from this study
will help them venture beyond the qualities of the individual leader to explore the
226

multi-dimensional theory of responsible leadership and how context can impact a
leader’s propensity to behave responsibly. The business students of today will be the
leaders of tomorrow and the contributions of this study could help scholars in academia
to develop responsible leaders.

7.7

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Responsible leadership is a growing field, still in its early part of discourse, and
although context has been identified as having an influence on responsible leadership,
to date, research has taken a prescriptive approach with empirical studies only
beginning to emerge in the last five years (Boreckà, 2014). Research to evaluate the
significance of context as a dimension of responsible leadership has however been
lacking. This study looks at context from an empirical stance through a Singaporean
perspective. The findings show responsible leadership as a multi-dimensional,
hierarchical and context specific construct with four primary dimensions: ethical
traits, context, ethical accountability and people orientation as illustrated in the
CSRLM model. The findings also empirically measure the significance of the
relationship between responsible leadership and context, and indicates how context is
perceived to be the second most significant dimension of responsible leadership in
Singapore. This is an important finding since most research currently focuses on the
attributes of a responsible leader with few focusing on context as a dimension of
responsible leadership (Pless & Maak, 2011; Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014; Witt &
Stahl, 2015). The lack of focus on context has narrowed the understanding of the
factors that influence responsible leadership.
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The impact that context has on responsible leadership is especially important in the
current global business setting where leaders have to lead outside their comfort zones
in locations where contextual factors such as culture and national values differ from
their home countries (Witt & Stahl, 2015). It is therefore recommended that
researchers further investigate this theory and empirically test the context specific
responsible leadership model (CSRLM) that has been developed for this study more
extensively across a variety of contexts so that a deeper understanding of responsible
leadership can be developed.

The findings also illustrate that in Singapore, context plays a dual role in responsible
leadership. Apart from being a significant dimension of responsible leadership, it also
impacts the three other dimensions of responsible leadership. This is an important
finding because a responsible leader may possess ethical traits, be ethically
accountable and people orientated but without the understanding of how context can
impact these dimensions and thus their propensity towards responsible leadership, they
may become conflicted and find it difficult to make responsible decisions when
operating in contexts where the rules are not clearly laid down or where the cultural
values differ from the norm (Witt & Stahl, 2015). Future research should include
empirically testing this theory in a variety of settings as doing so would offer a clearer
understanding of the impact of context on a leader’s inclination towards responsible
leadership.

Leaders in Singapore believe that being an effective leader and being a responsible
leader are interconnected and one cannot exist without the other. This finding offers
empirical evidence which supports Waldman and Galvin’s (2008) assertion that “to
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not be responsible is to not be effective” (p. 327). The findings also support Cameron’s
(2011) theory that in the role of virtue ethics in responsible leadership, technical
excellence and moral excellence are perceived to be linked and hence there is no
division between effectiveness and ethics. These are important findings especially in
the current business climate where leaders are often faced with the tension of making
profit versus behaving responsibility. It would be useful to test this theory across a
variety of cultures and across industries.

The findings also indicate that apart from being effective and ethical, Singaporean
leaders also adopt a long-term orientation and have the endurance to persevere which
is evident from the history of Singapore. These leadership qualities empirically support
Lynham and Chermack’s (2006) RLP theory that asserts that a responsible leader must
be ethical, effective and have endurance. Further empirical studies should be
conducted to test the RLP theory as it could offer insights into how leaders manage the
tension between being effective and responsible.

Maak and Pless (2006a) suggest that moral character and relational intelligence
distinguishes a good leader from a great leader. Relational intelligence has been linked
to Maak and Pless’s (2006a, 2006b) theory of RRL where they posit that relational
intelligence enables leaders to cultivate meaningful and sustainable relationships with
their stakeholders. They also suggest that responsible leaders use relational
intelligence to navigate their decision-making process especially in unusual contextual
situations (Pless & Maak, 2005). However, this aspect of the RRL theory has not been
supported by empirical evidence. The findings of this study empirically support the
RRL theory that leaders apply relational intelligence to enact responsible leadership
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behaviour and also posits that relational intelligence is a derivative of certain cultural
backgrounds. It is suggested that further studies are conducted to ascertain how leaders
acquire relational intelligence in different contexts and how it influences their
leadership outcomes (Maak & Pless, 2006a).

Although this study offers a clearer understanding of the factors that influence
responsible leadership and the role of context in the enactment of responsible
leadership from a non-Western perspective, it is limited to a Singaporean perspective.
To overcome same source bias and the limits of generalisation, further studies should
be conducted in both Western and non-Western locations using the scale that has been
developed for this purpose. It is also suggested that future research adopt a similar
study method to ascertain if the perceived dimensions and sub-dimensions of
responsible leadership are similar in other contexts and if there could have been
additional dimensions that would have been material in the Singaporean context. This
will enable researchers to integrate both Western and non-Western perspectives and
further refine the scale to develop a more universally applicable scale on responsible
leadership. It is also important to observe how leaders perceive the factors that
influence responsible leadership and act over time. To capture the salient points that
might appear only in longitudinal studies, future research could use the same leaders
in multiple data capturing instances over time.

Voegtlin (2011) has suggested that the hierarchical position of leaders can impact their
propensity towards responsible leadership conduct. To address this possibility, this
study covered two tiers of leaders. Top-management leaders were interviewed for the
case studies while second-tier leaders were selected to participate in the scale testing.
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It is suggested that researchers include leaders from various hierarchical levels as well
as stakeholders from both inside and outside the organisation when conducting future
research on responsible leadership as doing so could offer more diverse insights into
the perception of responsible leadership.

Using a mixed methodology approach has been extremely beneficial in this study as it
enabled the researcher to develop robust research on a novel phenomenon. A majority
of the empirical research on responsible leadership today are based on qualitative
methods. This choice of method was appropriate in the first years of research on
responsible leadership as researchers endeavoured to understand a new phenomenon
(Yin, 2011). However as research on responsible leadership advances, it is important
to also statistically test the results of present findings. Two less conventional methods
for researching responsible leadership were adopted in this study. These were the
Delphi Study and the quantitative study that applied Partial Least Squares Structural
Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM). It would be beneficial for future researchers to adopt
a mixed methodology to add more rigour to their research.

The Delphi Method was an invigorating experience as it allowed the researcher access
to the views of experts in the field. The opportunity to have access to a group of experts
simultaneously is rare and the findings offered new insights into current theories. It is
recommended that researchers consider conducting Delphi Studies in future research
on responsible leadership as combining the ideas and opinions of a group of experts in
such a study could offer novel perspectives to advance the current conceptual theories
on the topic. It would also be beneficial for future studies that apply this methodology
to involve a larger panel of experts and to include more iterations.
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PLS-SEM was used in this study because it is an analytical method designed for
research that is focused on prediction and theory development. With no limiting
assumptions with regard to model specifications and data, PLS-SEM is an ideal
method for research on a novel phenomenon like responsible leadership. For example,
PLS-SEM is able to manage both formative and reflective models as well as models
that combine the two, as was the case with this study (Chin, 2010; Hair et al., 2011;
Wetzels et al., 2009). Furthermore, it enables the analysis of small sample sizes in
relation to the complexity of the research model which overcomes the issues that often
arise with other methods of analysis (Chin, 2010). At this point in time where research
on responsible leadership is progressing towards empirical testing, researchers should
consider using PLS-SEM to allow them greater flexibility when analysing their data.

In summary, although this thesis has limitations due to time and resources, the
concepts and findings that have been developed offer opportunities to broaden current
research on responsible leadership both theoretically and methodologically.

7.8

CONCLUSION

As the business environment expands seamlessly across borders, leaders are faced with
the task of operating in cultures unfamiliar to them. Understanding the norms and what
is right or wrong for a specific culture and making decisions that are ethically
responsible and that will not only benefit the organisation but also society at large can
be a challenge. It is believed that understanding the theory of responsible leadership
can help leaders navigate such challenges. Therefore it has been necessary to expand
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the current literature on responsible leadership especially as a multi-level construct
and specifically how context influences it, as well as to explore this phenomenon from
less frequently explored non-Western perspectives. The aim of this study has been to
develop a context specific responsible leadership model and to test it empirically in
the Singaporean context in order to answer the research questions:

(1) What are the factors that influence responsible leadership?
(2) What are the dimensions of responsible leadership?
(3) How does context impact the dimensions of responsible leadership in Singapore?

The findings of this study suggest that responsible leadership comprises four
dimensions People Orientation, Ethical Traits, Ethical Accountability and Context as
well of fifteen sub-dimensions which are Agreeableness, Empowerment, Role Model,
Humility, Integrity, Empathy, Fairness, Ethical Guidance, Stakeholder Orientation,
Ethical Awareness, National Culture, Governance, Education, Social environment and
Business Environment. Evidence also suggests that apart from being a primary
dimension of responsible leadership, context significantly influences the other three
dimensions of responsible leadership thus supporting current theories that responsible
leadership is a multi-level construct and that context can impact a leader’s propensity
towards acting responsibly (Pless & Maak, 2011; Stahl and Sully de Luque, 2014; Witt
and Stahl, 2015).

Furthermore, the findings illustrate that from a perspective of Singapore, responsible
leadership and effective leadership appear to be linked and are complementary thus
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supporting current literature (Brown & Trevino, 2006; Cameron, 2011; Kirkpatrick &
Locke, 1991; Moore, 2012; Posner & Schimidt, 1984; Waldman and Galvin, 2008).

In sum, the findings of this study have answered the proposed research questions and
broadened current knowledge on the factors that influence responsible leadership, its
dimensions, and the impact of culture on these dimensions as well as how it is practised
from the Singaporean perspective.
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Mixed
Methodology

South Africa

Qualitative

Unknown

Qualitative

USA

Key Findings
Service- learning programmes like
Ulysses can foster reflection on the
roles and responsibilities of
business leaders as global citizens
and promote responsible leadership
behaviour
The development of a scale to
measure discursive responsible
leadership
Use of a ‘responsibility compass’
can help to promote responsible
action in the face of corporate
crises
The development of a model of
Jungian-Buddhist eightfold path for
holistic personal development and
responsible leadership
Development of responsibility
hinges on personal value
commitments that can be developed
through professionally-organised
personal development and
experiential developments
strategies

Responsible Leadership – List of Empirical Studies
Year

16

17

18

2012

Reference
Maak, T. & Stoetter, N. (2012). Social entrepreneurs as
responsible leaders: ‘Fundacion Paraguaya’ and the case of
Martin Burt. Journal of Business Ethics, 111, 413-430.

Type of study

Location of
study

Qualitative

Paraguay

2012

Pless, N. M., Maak, T., & Stahl, G. K. (2012). Promoting
corporate social responsibility and sustainable development
through management development: What can be learned from
international service learning programs?. Human Resource
Management, 51(6), 873-903 31p. doi:10.1002/hrm.21506

Qualitative

2012

Pless, N. M., Maak, T., & Waldman, D. A. (2012). Different
Approaches Toward Doing the Right Thing: Mapping the
Responsibility Orientations of Leaders. Academy Of
Management Perspectives, 26(4), 51-65.

Qualitative

19

2013

20

2013

Humphreys, J.H., Pane Haden, S., Hayek, M., Einstein, J.,
Fertig, J., Paczkowski, W., & Weir, D. (2013). Entrepreneurial
Stewardship and Implicit CSR: The Responsible Leadership of
Lillian Shedd McMurry. The Journal Of Applied Management
And Entrepreneurship,18(3).
doi:10.9774/GLEAF.3709.2013.ju.00004
Miska, C., Stahl, G.K., & Mendenhall, M.E. (2013).
Intercultural competencies as antecedents of responsible global
leadership. European Journal of International Management,
7(5), 550.569.
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Qualitative

Quantitative

Key Findings
It is possible to solve social
problems even under difficult
socioeconomic circumstances

The Ulysses experience helped
participants to enhance their
awareness and knowledge related to
Asia, Latin
sustainability, social responsibility,
America, Eastern
citizenship, and ethics. HR can act
Europe and Africa
as a catalyst for thought leadership
on sustainability and responsibility
at the strategic level.
Orientations towards responsible
leadership and CSR vary according
International
to the breadth of constituent group
focus and the degree of
accountability
Entrepreneurial leadership can rise
to the level of entrepreneurial
stewardship when leaders earn
USA
sufficient trust from their followers
through the demonstration of their
values and behavioural integrity.
Different sets of intercultural
competencies are relevant for
Europe
different CSR approaches in
responsible global leadership

Responsible Leadership – List of Empirical Studies
Year

21

22

23

24

Reference

Type of study

Location of
study

2014

Stone-Johnson, C. (2014). Responsible Leadership. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 50 (4), 645-674. DOI:
10.1177/0013161X13510004

Qualitative

UK

2014

Blakeley, K., & Higgs, M. (2014). Responsible leadership
development – crucible experiences and power relationships in a
global professional services firm. Human Resource Development
International, 17(5), 560-576.
doi:10.1080/13678868.2014.954192

Qualitative

UK

2014

Lalani, M. (2014). Exploring the role of responsible leadership
in business and industry. (Doctoral thesis, Grand Canyon
University, Arizona, USA). Retrieved from
http://www.proquest.com/libraries/academic/databases

Qualitative

4 Unknown
countries

2014

Pearce, C. L., Wassenaar, C. L., & Manz, C. C. (2014). Is shared
leadership the key to responsible leadership?. Academy Of
Management Perspectives, 28(3), 275-288.
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Qualitative

Nigeria

Key Findings
The focus on the development of
relationships with stakeholders in
responsible leadership theories can
be adopted by educators to help
students, parents and community
agencies weave an inclusive web
that will help them manage change
and performance expectations and
student achievements
Human resource development
professionals have an important
role to play in supporting and
promoting the development of
responsible leaders
The implementation and
development of responsible
leadership strategies can have a
positive impact on business
communities and deter unethical
business practices
Organisations that are responsible
develop their own unique approach
to sharing responsibility and
leadership

Responsible Leadership – List of Empirical Studies
Year

25

2015

26

2015

Reference
Sroufe, R., Sivasubramaniam, N., Ramos, D., & Saiia, D.
(2015). Aligning the PRME: How study abroad nurtures
responsible leadership. Journal of Management Education, 39
(2), 244-275.
Szczepańska-Woszczyna, K. (2015). Responsible Leadership
Contribution to Human Resource Management - A Study of
CSR-HR Interface. Procedia Economics And Finance,
34(International Scientific Conference: Business Economics and
Management (BEM2015), 403-409. doi:10.1016/S22125671(15)01647-0

Type of study

Location of
study

Key Findings

Qualitative

USA

Study abroad can nurture aspects of
responsible leadership in students

Quantitative

Poland

Qualitative

Germany, Hong
Kong, Japan,
South Korea, and
USA

27

2015

Witt, M.A., & Stahl, G.K. (2015). Foundations of Responsible
leadership: Asian versus Western executive responsibility
orientations toward key stakeholders. Journal of Business
Ethics, DOI 10.1007/s10551-014-2534-8.

28

2015

Fernando, M. (2015). Leading Responsibly in the Asian Century.
Retrieved from http://www.eblib.com

Qualitative

Asia

2016

Antunes, A., & Franco, M. (2016). How people in organizations
make sense of responsible leadership practices. Leadership &
Organization Development Journal, 37(1), 126.
doi:10.1108/LODJ-04-2014-0084

Qualitative

Portugal

29
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Leaders in Poland have varying
perspectives on responsible
leadership
Executives’ responsibility
orientations towards their firms’
stakeholders and society vary
considerably both between and
within Asian societies and the
West.
Context impacts and shapes the
theory and practice of responsible
leadership leading to social
innovation opportunities.
Four dimensions associated with
responsible leadership are present
in Portuguese organisations:
aggregate of virtues; stakeholder
involvement; model of leader’s
roles; and principles and ethical
values.

APPENDIX B: CASE STUDIES - LIST OF INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1.

Can you tell me your background, childhood and major influences in life?

2.

Can you tell me how you came to be in the position that you hold now?

3.

What is your understanding of leadership effectiveness in Singapore?

4.

How would you explain responsible leadership?

5.

How would you enact responsible leadership?

6.

Is this any different to Western ways of enacting responsible leadership?

7.

What are the obstacles to implementing responsible leadership in
Singapore?

8.

What are the opportunities for developing responsible leadership in
Singapore?

9.

Do you think that we should follow a set code of moral ethics when
making decisions or should the context of a situation be factored into our
decision-making process?

10.

There has been a growing concern about the lack of moral values amongst
Singaporeans as well as the lack of social capital in Singapore so much so
that the Ministry of Education has developed a CCE department to
develop character and citizenship programmes for the school curriculum.
Do you think that this is a necessary move?

11.

What is your perception of the average Singaporean’s moral values and
ethical practices?

12.

Do you think that being a responsible leader should extend beyond the
organisation to society at large?

13.

If you had a chance to live your life all over again, would you do anything
differently? What would that be? Why?
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APPENDIX C: DELPHI STUDY - LIST OF QUESTIONS (ROUND ONE)

Please answer the following questions with as much detail and description as possible:
1. From your experience and observations, what characteristics* are common to
those who exhibit and practice effective leadership?
2. From your experience and observations, what characteristics* are common to
those who exhibit and practice responsible leadership?
3. It is proposed that responsibility “is at the heart of what effective leadership is all
about. In a nutshell, to not be responsible is to not be effective as a leader”
(Waldman & Galvin 2008, p. 327). What is your opinion of this statement?
4. From your experience and observations, what are the contextual factors** that
influence the practice of effective leadership?
5. From your experience and observations, what are the contextual factors** that
influence the practice of responsible leadership?
6. From your experience and observations, how do leaders attempt to balance the
tension between being responsible and being effective especially in today’s
demanding business environment?
7. Do you think that operating in a more strictly enforced rules-based society (such
as in Singapore) would make it easier or harder for business leaders to be
responsible? Why?
8. My findings from analysing the case studies developed from interviewing 20
influential Singaporean business leaders who are recognised by the Singaporean
community to be responsible leaders, suggest that there are individual,
organisational and cultural factors that influence responsible leadership.
However, national culture was perceived by these leaders to be the most
dominant factor influencing responsible leadership in the Singaporean context.
How would you explain this finding? Why?
Note:
*For the purpose of this study, characteristics are distinguishing characters,
dispositions, attributes and features.
**For the purpose of this study, contextual factors are characteristics of the
environment that are embedded into society and affect the way responsible leadership
is practised. Contextual factors could include but are not limited to the social, cultural,
political and ecological factors of a society.
Reference:
Waldman, DA & Galvin, BM 2008, ‘Alternative perspectives of responsible
leadership’, Organisational Dynamics, vol. 37, no. 4, pp. 327-341.
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APPENDIX D: DELPHI STUDY - LIST OF QUESTIONS (ROUND TWO)

From the list below, please select the 5 most important descriptors of a
Question
RESPONSIBLE LEADER. Please rate your answers according to their
1
importance.

1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9
1.10
1.11
1.12
1.13
1.14

A RESPONSIBLE leader…
Is willing to listen, to understand and suspend judgment
Is articulate
Is caring, considerate and compassionate
Is fair
Is committed to walk the talk/practise what they preach
Has integrity
Is a technically competent leader
Has an optimal mix of knowledge and application of running a business
Has wisdom
Is able to establish, articulate and safeguard visions, mission, objectives and
strategies
Has great intelligence quotient balanced with good emotional intelligence
Is inspiring, motivating and encourages learning; bringing out the best in others

1.15

Is principled
Non-discriminatory and embraces diversity
Is concerned about and has a deep sense of commitment to multiple stakeholders

1.16
1.17
1.18
1.19
1.20
1.21

Prioritises collective good over self-gain
Is far-sighted and has a progressive outlook
Is concerned about the sustainability of the organisation
Is able to meet business objectives
Is able to stand up for the rights of the constituents
Is highly adaptable, embodies both a willingness and an ability to change

1.22

Nurtures balance of power and reciprocity between leadership and followership
since it is the followers that give the voice and purpose to leadership
RESPONSE:

Question Please write the item numbers of your selection below in order starting with
1A
the most important
Example: If 1.6 - Has integrity is the most important descriptor, enter '1.6' as
your first entry in the list below.
1
2
3
4
5
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Question Please add any additional descriptors of a Responsible Leader not identified
1B
in the list above
1B.1
1B.2
1B.3
1B.4
1B.5
Question Please select any 5 descriptors from Question 1A and from your answers in
1C
Question 1B (if any) and rank them starting with the most important
Example: If 1.6 - Has integrity is the most important descriptor, enter '1.6' as
your first entry on the list below. If 1B.2 (a descriptor you have added) is the
second most important, than list 1B.2 on the next line.
1
2
3
4
5
From the list below, please select the 5 most important descriptors of an
Question
EFFECTIVE* LEADER. Please rate your answers according to their
2
importance.

2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9
2.10
2.11
2.12

AN EFFECTIVE leader…
Has wisdom
Is a technically competent leader
Nurtures balance of power and reciprocity between leadership and followership
since it is the followers that give the voice and purpose to leadership
Has an optimal mix of knowledge and application of running a business
Is committed to walk the talk/practise what they preach
Is articulate
Has integrity
Is able to meet business objectives
Is willing to listen, to understand and suspend judgment
Is able to establish, articulate and safeguard visions, mission, objectives and
strategies
Is fair
Is inspiring, motivating and encourages learning; bringing out the best in others

2.15

Prioritises collective good over self-gain
Is concerned about the sustainability of the organisation
Is concerned about and has a deep sense of commitment to multiple stakeholders

2.16

Is principled

2.17

Is highly adaptable, embodies both a willingness and an ability to change

2.18

Is able to stand up for the rights of the constituents

2.13
2.14
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2.19
2.20
2.21
2.22

Has great intelligence quotient balanced with good emotional intelligence
Non-discriminatory and embraces diversity
Is far-sighted and has a progressive outlook
Is caring, considerate and compassionate
RESPONSE:

Question Please write the item numbers of your selection below in order starting with
2A
the most important
Example: If 2.11 - Is fair is the most important descriptor, enter '2.11' as your
first entry in the list below.
1
2
3
4
5
Question Please add any additional descriptors of an Effective Leader not identified
2B
in the list above
2B.1
2B.2
2B.3
2B.4
2B.5
Question Please select any 5 descriptors from Question 2A and from your answers in
2C
Question 2B (if any) and rank them starting with the most important
Example: If 2.11- Is fair is the most important descriptor, enter '2.11' as your
first entry on the list below. If 2B.2 (a descriptor you have added) is the second
most important, than list '2B.2' on the next line.
1
2
3
4
5
From the list below, please select the 5 most important contextual factors
Question
that influence RESPONSIBLE LEADERSHIP. Please rate your answers
3
according to their importance.

3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5

The contextual factors that influence responsible leadership are:
National standard of living
Economic competitiveness of the country
Economic level of citizens/employees
Level of corruption
Legal framework and enforcement
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3.6
3.7
3.8
3.9
3.10
3.11
3.12
3.13
3.14
3.15
3.16
3.17
3.18
3.19

Political freedom
Freedom of speech
Religious freedom
Education and literacy level
Hierarchical formation of social systems
Cultural sensitivity - what is considered acceptable and what is not.
The scale/magnitude of the operations and problems faced
The performance management system
The level of competition within and outside the organisation/country
The ethos of a country
The national culture of the country
Political stability
Whether the system (organisational or social) focuses on both people and
performance
Whether the system (organisational or social) values moral behaviour and the
consequences of this behaviour as much as profits

RESPONSE:
Question Please write the item numbers of your selection below in order starting with
3A
the most important
Example: If 3.7 - Freedom of speech is the most important factor, enter '3.7' as
your first entry in the list below.
1
2
3
4
5
Question Please add any additional contextual factors that influence responsible
3B
leadership not identified in the list above
3B.1
3B.2
3B.3
3B.4
3B.5
Question Please select any 5 factors from Question 3A and from your answers in
3C
Question 3B (if any) and rank them starting with the most important
Example: If 3.7 - Freedom of speech is the most important factor, enter '3.7' as
your first entry in the list below. 3B.2 (a descriptor you have added) is the
second most important, than list '3B.2' on the next line.
1
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2
3
4
5
Question
Please employ the following scale to answer the questions below
4
1 = completely disagree
2 = partially disagree
3 = neither agree nor disagree
4 = partially agree
5 = completely agree

4.1

If the rules are based on best practices and principles,
operating in a rules-based society makes it easier for a leader
to be responsible.

1 2 3 4 5

4.2

Leaders can be effective but at the same time be irresponsible.

1 2 3 4 5

4.3

Responsible leaders must be ethical and long-term oriented.

1 2 3 4 5

4.4

A rules-based approach could only be effective if the vast
majority of the constituents agree with the rules.

1 2 3 4 5

4.5

Because a rules-based approach is not flexible enough to
make changes quickly in a dynamic society, operating in a
rules-based society can be more difficult.

1 2 3 4 5

4.6

Rules make people predictable rather than responsible.

1 2 3 4 5

4.7

Effective leadership requires leaders to be responsible.

1 2 3 4 5

4.8

A less rules-based approach would encourage responsible
leadership more than a strictly enforced rules-based approach.

1 2 3 4 5

4.9

Leadership can deliver effective results while having a
negative impact on society at large.

1 2 3 4 5

Question
Please employ the following scale to answer the questions below
5
1 = completely disagree
2 = partially disagree
3 = neither agree nor disagree
4 = partially agree
5 = completely agree

266

5.2

Leaders balance the tension between being effective and responsible by:
Being intellectually and actively virtuous.
1 2 3 4 5
Being aware of doing what is right for the employees, the
1 2 3 4 5
organisation and society.

5.3

Focusing on compliance of the rules or code of ethics set by
the organisation/society.

1 2 3 4 5

5.5

Creating values and structures to guide their decision-making
Acknowledging that there is no single best way to be both
effective and responsible.

1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

5.6

Having the wisdom and prudence to make the right decisions.

1 2 3 4 5

5.1

5.4

* For the purpose of this questionnaire, 'effective' means achieving organisational goals
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APPENDIX E: PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET

RESEARCH PROJECT ON
FACTORS INFLUENCING RESPONSIBLE LEADERSHIP: EXAMINING
THE ROLE OF CONTEXT

PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH
This research project aims to explore the factors influencing responsible leadership in
influential Singaporean leaders. With the increasing number of corporate scandals
around the globe, the interest in responsible leadership in popular and academic
literature is growing exponentially. One key debate in the academic literature is the
effectiveness of rule based vs. principle based governance in promoting ethical action.
The findings are likely to improve our understanding of how influential business
leaders operating in a high-achieving and well-regulated social setting are able to
balance the tension between wealth accumulation and ethics to generate responsible
profits.
INVESTIGATORS
Carolyn Koh
(Researcher)
Faculty of Business
gccak794@uowmail.edu.au

A/Prof Mario Fernando
(Principle Supervisor)
Faculty of Business
mariof@uow.edu.au

Prof Trevor Spedding
(Co-supervisor)
UOW Dubai
TrevorSpedding@uowdubai.ac.ae

METHODS AND DEMANDS ON PARTICIPANTS
If you opt to take part in the research, you will be asked to contribute your opinions on
responsible leadership through two rounds of data collection involving written
responses. Your opinions will refer to the research findings of a set of case studies of
influential Singaporean leaders’ views on responsible leadership. The information
collected will be used to develop hypothesises and a survey questionnaire for a second
tier study on leaders/managers in Singapore. The findings from your responses may
also be used in a Ph.D. thesis, published in academic journals, presented at
conferences, used for teaching material and published in book/s. Confidentiality is
assured and you may choose not to be identified in any part of the research.
POSSIBLE RISKS, INCONVENIENCES AND DISCOMFORTS
The inconvenience of time constraints may be experienced as the study would require
responses within a specified time frame. Your involvement in the study is voluntary
and you may withdraw your participation from the study at any time and withdraw any
data that you have provided to that point. Refusal to participate in the study will not
affect your relationship with the University of Wollongong.
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FUNDING AND BENEFITS OF THE RESEARCH
The research is funded by a University Postgraduate Award, University of
Wollongong.
This research will give us a better understanding of the current state of affairs in terms
of responsible leadership in Singapore and the findings will provide a basis for the
creation of future pathways towards promoting character-based responsible leadership
in Singapore.
ETHICS REVIEW AND COMPLAINTS
The study has been reviewed by the Human Research Ethics Committee (Social
Science, Humanities and Behavioural Science) of the University of Wollongong. If
you have any concerns or complaints regarding the way this research has been
conducted, you can contact the UOW Ethics Officer at (61) 02-4221 3386 or email
rso-ethics@uow.edu.au.
Thank you for your interest in this study.

269

APPENDIX F: CONSENT FORM (CASE STUDIES)
CONSENT FORM FOR ……………………………….
RESEARCH TITLE: FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE RESPONSIBLE
LEADERSHIP IN SINGAPORE: AN EXPLORATORY STUDY
RESEARCHER: CAROLYN KOH
I have been given the information about the above research and discussed the research
project with Carolyn Koh who is conducting this research as part of a Master of
Management -Research degree supervised by A/Prof Mario Fernando and Prof Trevor
Spedding in the Faculty of Business at University of Wollongong.
I have been advised that there are no potential risks or burdens associated with this
research, and that I have the opportunity to ask Carolyn Koh any questions I may have
about the research and my participation.
I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary, I am free to refuse to
participate and I am free to withdraw from the research at any time. My refusal to
participate or withdrawal of consent will not affect my relationship with the University
of Wollongong.
If I have any enquiries about the research, I can contract Carolyn Koh at (65) 96756943
or if I have any concerns or complaints regarding the way the research is or has been
conducted, I can contact the Ethics Officer, Human Research Ethics Committee, Office
of Research, University of Wollongong at (61) 02-4221 3386 or email rsoethics@uow.edu.au.
I understand that the data collected from my participation will be reported as case
studies in a thesis, be published in academic journals, presented at conferences, used
for teaching material and published in book/s and I consent for it to be used in that
manner.
By signing below I am indicating my consent to a face-to-face interview with the
researcher.
I agree to be audio recorded
I give consent to be named in research publications

Yes

No

Signed

Date

……………………………
Name (please print)

…………………………….

………………………………
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APPENDIX G: CONSENT FORM (DELPHI STUDY)
CONSENT FORM FOR ……………………………….
RESEARCH TITLE: FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE RESPONSIBLE
LEADERSHIP IN SINGAPORE: AN EXPLORATORY STUDY
RESEARCHER: CAROLYN KOH

I have been given the information about the above research and discussed the research
project with Carolyn Koh who is conducting this research as part of a Master of
Management -Research degree supervised by A/Prof Mario Fernando and Prof Trevor
Spedding in the Faculty of Business at University of Wollongong.
I have been advised that there are no potential risks or burdens associated with this
research, and that I have the opportunity to ask Carolyn Koh any questions I may have
about the research and my participation.
I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary, I am free to refuse to
participate and I am free to withdraw from the research at any time. My refusal to
participate or withdrawal of consent will not affect my relationship with the University
of Wollongong.
If I have any enquiries about the research, I can contract Carolyn Koh at (65) 96756943
or if I have any concerns or complaints regarding the way the research is or has been
conducted, I can contact the Ethics Officer, Human Research Ethics Committee, Office
of Research, University of Wollongong at (61) 02-4221 3386 or email rsoethics@uow.edu.au.
I understand that the data collected from my participation will be reported as case
studies in a thesis, be published in academic journals, presented at conferences, used
for teaching material and published in book/s and I consent for it to be used in that
manner.
By signing below I am indicating my agreement to participate in the Delphi Study.

I give consent to be named in research publications

Yes

No

Signed

Date

………………………………
Name (please print)

…………………………….

………………………………
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APPENDIX H: SURVEY MEASURES
3rd Order
Constructs

Type

2nd Order
Constructs

Type

1st Order
Constructs

Type

AR1
AR2
AR3
AR4
AR5

Agreeableness

Role Model)
Ethical Traits
Humility

Reflective

Reflective

Responsible
Leadership

Formative

People
Orientation
Empowerment

Item
Labels

EMW1
EMW2
EMW3
EMW4
ROL1
ROL2
ROL3
ROL4
HUM1
HUM2
HUM3
HUM4
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Items
A responsible leader in my organisation:
is caring
is concerned about others
shows compassion
treats others the way he/she would like to be treated
puts the interests of others before himself/herself
A responsible leader in my organisation:
inspires others
motivates others
respects others for their intrinsic value
encourages others to further develop themselves
A responsible leader in my organisation:
is committed to walk the talk
practises what he/she preaches
demonstrates integrity in his/her actions
is consistent in doing the right thing
A responsible leader in my organisation:
takes responsibility for his/her decisions
does not take sole credit for success
is modest
enjoys seeing others succeed

3rd Order
Constructs

Type

2nd Order
Constructs

Type

1st Order
Constructs

Type

INT1
INT2
INT3
INT4

Integrity

Reflective

Formative

Responsible
Leadership

Reflective

Empathy

Ethical Traits

Fairness

Ethical
Accountability

Ethical
Guidance

Item
Labels

EMP1
EMP2
EMP3
EMP4
EMP5
EMP6
EMP7
FAI1
FAI2
FAI3
FAI4
ETH1
ETH2
ETH3
ETH4
ETH5
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Items
A responsible leader in my organisation:
is honest
is truthful
is consistent in what he/she says and does
can be trusted to carry out promises and commitments
A responsible leader in my organisation:
is willing to listen to others
tries to understand
suspends judgement
creates a compassionate work environment
gives me personal attention
has my best interest at heart
understands my specific needs
A responsible leader in my organisation:
makes principled and fair choices
is objective
is not biased in his/her decision-making
expects employees, including him/herself to be accountable
A responsible leader in my organisation:
sets rules and expectations for ethical conduct
communicates clear ethical standards and guidelines for members
practices values-based management
does not tolerate ethical lapses
does not use unethical practices to increase performance

3rd Order
Constructs

Type

2nd Order
Constructs

Type

1st Order
Constructs

Item
Labels
STA1
STA2
STA3

Stakeholder
Orientation

STA4

Ethical
Awareness

National
Culture
Context

Education

Reflective

STA5

Reflective

Responsible
Leadership

Formative

Ethical
Accountability

ETA1
ETA2
ETA3
ETA4
NAT1
NAT2
NAT3
NAT4
NAT5
NAT6
NAT7
EDU1
EDU2
EDU3
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Items
A responsible leader in my organisation:
prioritises collective good over self-gain
is concerned about the impact of organisation action on society
has a deep sense of commitment to multiple stakeholders
will consider the consequences that their potential action will have on
others
balances the interests of all stakeholders
A responsible leader in my organisation:
is concerned about the sustainability of the organisation
is concerned with the means not just the ends
prioritises long-term good over short-term gains
encourages positive team spirit and cohesion
The cultural values in Singapore influences responsible leadership
The patriotism in Singapore influence responsible leadership
The religious beliefs in Singapore influences responsible leadership
The racial harmony in Singapore influences responsible leadership
The morality in Singapore influence responsible leadership
The freedom of speech in Singapore influences responsible leadership
The history in Singapore influences responsible leadership
The education in Singapore influences responsible leadership
The moral education in Singapore influences responsible leadership
The literacy in Singapore influences responsible leadership

3rd Order
Constructs

Type

2nd Order
Constructs

Type

1st Order
Constructs

Item
Labels

Business
Environment

Social
Environment

Reflective

Context

Reflective

Responsible
Leadership

Formative

Governance of
the Country

Items

GOV1

The political stability in Singapore influences responsible leadership

GOV2

The rule of law in Singapore influences responsible leadership

GOV3

The absence of corruption influences responsible leadership

BUS1

The industry competition in Singapore influences responsible leadership
The stakeholders participation in an organisation influences responsible
leadership
The government's involvement in private enterprises in Singapore
influences responsible leadership

BUS2
BUS3
SOC1

The well-being in Singapore influences responsible leadership

SOC2

The happiness in Singapore influences responsible leadership

SOC3

The standard of living in Singapore influences responsible leadership
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APPENDIX I: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

RESEARCH PROJECT:

FACTORS INFLUENCING RESPONSIBLE LEADERSHIP: EXAMINING
THE ROLE OF CONTEXT

PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH
This research project aims to explore the factors influencing responsible leadership in
influential Singaporean leaders. With the increasing number of corporate scandals
around the globe, the interest in responsible leadership in popular and academic
literature is growing exponentially. One key debate in the academic literature is the
effectiveness of rule based vs. principle based governance in preventing unethical
action. The findings are likely to improve our understanding of how influential
business leaders operating in a high-achieving and well-regulated social setting are
able to balance the tension between wealth accumulation and ethics to generate
responsible profits.
INVESTIGATORS
Carolyn Koh (Researcher) Faculty of Business gccak794@uowmail.edu.au
A/Prof Mario Fernando (Principle Supervisor) Faculty of Business
mariof@uow.edu.au
Prof Trevor Spedding (Co-Supervisor) Faculty of Business spedding@uow.edu.au
Dr. Shahriar Akter (Co-Supervisor) Faculty of Business sakter@uow.edu.au
METHODS AND DEMANDS ON PARTICIPANTS
If you opt to take part in the study, you will be asked to participate in a survey to
ascertain your views on responsible leadership in Singapore. The findings may be used
in a thesis, published in academic journals, presented at conferences, used for teaching
material and published in book/s. Confidentiality is assured and you may choose not
to be identified in any part of the research.
POSSIBLE RISKS, INCONVENIENCES AND DISCOMFORTS
The inconvenience of time constraints may be experienced as you would be required
to submit your responses within a specified time frame. Your involvement in the study
is voluntary and you may withdraw your participation from the study at any time and
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withdraw any data that you have provided to that point. Refusal to participate in the
study will not affect your relationship with the University of Wollongong.
FUNDING AND BENEFITS OF THE RESEARCH
The research is not funded. This research will give us a better understanding of the
current state of affairs in terms of responsible leadership in Singapore and the findings
will provide a basis for the creation of future pathways towards promoting characterbased responsible leadership in Singapore.
ETHICS REVIEW AND COMPLAINTS
The study has been reviewed by the Human Research Ethics Committee (Social
Science, Humanities and Behavioural Science) of the University of Wollongong. If
you have any concerns or complaints regarding the way this research has been
conducted, you can contact the UoW Ethics Officer at (61) 02-4221 3386 or email rsoethics@uow.edu.au. Thank you for your interest in this study.
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Q0 Are you a manager working in an organisation that operates in Singapore?
 Yes (10)
 No (11)
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Block
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Q1 People-orientation – Agreeableness
Strongly
Disagree
(1) (1)

Disagree
(2) (2)

Some
what
Disagree
(3) (3)

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree
(4) (4)

Some
what
Agree
(5) (5)

Agree
(6) (6)

Strongly
Agree (7)
(7)

A responsible
leader in my
organisation
is
caring
(AGR1)















A responsible
leader in my
organisation
is concerned
about others
(AGR2)















A responsible
leader in my
organisation
shows
compassion
(AGR3)















A responsible
leader in my
organisation
treats others
the
way
he/she would
like to be
treated
(AGR4)















A responsible
leader in my
organisation
puts
the
interests of
others before
himself/hers
elf (AGR5)
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Q2 People orientation - Empowerment
Strongly
Disagree
(1) (1)

Disagree
(2) (2)

Some
what
Disagree
(3) (3)

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
(4) (4)

Some
what
Agree
(5) (5)

Agree
(6) (6)

Strongly
Agree
(7) (7)

A
responsible
leader
in
my
organisatio
n inspires
others
(EMW1)















A
responsible
leader
in
my
organisatio
n motivates
others
(EMW2)















A
responsible
leader
in
my
organisatio
n respects
others for
their
intrinsic
value
(EMW3)















A
responsible
leader
in
my
organisatio
n
encourages
others to
further
develop
themselves
(EMW4)
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Q3 Visible ethical actions and traits - Role Model
Strongly
Disagree
(1) (1)

Disagree
(2) (2)

Some
what
Disagree
(3) (3)

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
(4) (4)

Some
what
Agree
(5) (5)

Agree
(6) (6)

Strongly
Agree
(7) (7)

A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
is committed
to walk the
talk (ROL1)















A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
practices
what he/she
preaches
(ROL2)















A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
demonstrate
s integrity in
his/her
actions
(ROL3)















A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
is consistent
in doing the
right thing
(ROL4)
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Q4 Visible ethical actions and traits - Humility
Strongly
Disagree
(1) (1)

Disagree
(2) (2)

Some
what
Disagree
(3) (3)

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
(4) (4)

Some
what
Agree
(5) (5)

Agree
(6) (6)

Strongly
Agree
(7) (7)

A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
takes
responsibilit
y for his/her
decisions
(HUM1)















A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
does
not
take
sole
credit
for
success
(HUM2)















A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
is modest
(HUM3)















A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
enjoys
seeing
others
succeed
(HUM4)
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Q5 Visible ethical actions and traits - Integrity
Strongly
Disagree
(1) (1)

Disagree
(2) (2)

Some
what
Disagree
(3) (3)

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
(4) (4)

Some
what
Agree
(5) (5)

Agree
(6) (6)

Strongly
Agree
(7) (7)

A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
is
honest
(INT1)















A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
is
truthful
(INT2)















A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
is consistent
in
what
he/she says
and
does
(INT3)















A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
can
be
trusted
to
carry
out
promises
and
commitment
s (INT4)
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Q6 Visible ethical actions and traits – Empathy
Strongly
Disagree
(1) (1)

Disagree
(2) (2)

Some
what
Disagree
(3) (3)

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
(4) (4)

Some
what
Agree
(5) (5)

Agree
(6) (6)

Strongly
Agree
(7) (7)

A responsible
leader in my
organisation
is willing to
listen
to
others
(EMP1)















A responsible
leader in my
organisation
tries
to
understand
(EMP2)















A responsible
leader in my
organisation
suspends
judgement
(EMP3)















A responsible
leader in my
organisation
creates
a
compassionat
e
work
environment
(EMP4)















A responsible
leader in my
organisation
gives
me
personal
attention
(EMP5)
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A responsible
leader in my
organisation
has my best
interest
at
heart (EMP6)
A responsible
leader in my
organisation
understands
my specific
needs (EMP7)
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Q7 Visible ethical actions and traits - Fairness
Strongly
Disagree
(1) (1)

Disagree
(2) (2)

Some
what
Disagree
(3) (3)

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
(4) (4)

Some
what
Agree
(5) (5)

Agree
(6) (6)

Strongly
Agree
(7) (7)

A
responsible
leader
in
my
organisatio
n
makes
principled
and
fair
choices
(FAI1)















A
responsible
leader
in
my
organisatio
n
is
objective
(FAI2)















A
responsible
leader
in
my
organisatio
n is not
biased in
his/her
decisionmaking
(FAI3)















A
responsible
leader
in
my
organisatio
n expects
employees,
including
him/herself
, to be
accountabl
e (FAI4)















286

Q8 Setting ethical standards and accountability - Ethical guidance
Strongl
y
Disagre
e (1) (1)

Disagre
e (2) (2)

Somewha
t
Disagree
(3) (3)

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagre
e (4) (4)

Somewha
t Agree
(5) (5)

Agre
e (6)
(6)

Strongl
y Agree
(7) (7)

A responsible
leader in my
organisation
sets rules and
expectations
for
ethical
conduct
(ETH1)















A responsible
leader in my
organisation
communicate
s clear ethical
standards
and
guidelines for
members
(ETH2)















A responsible
leader in my
organisation
practises
values-based
management
(ETH3)















A responsible
leader in my
organisation
does
not
tolerate
ethical lapses
(ETH4)















A responsible
leader in my
organisation
does not use
unethical
practices to
increase
performance
(ETH5)
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Q9 Broad ethical awareness - Stakeholder (shareholders, employees, customers,
suppliers, the community, society) orientation
Strongly
Disagree
(1) (1)

Disagree
(2) (2)

Some
what
Disagree
(3) (3)

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
(4) (4)

Some
what
Agree
(5) (5)

Agree
(6) (6)

Strongly
Agree
(7) (7)

A
responsible
leader in my
organisatio
n prioritises
collective
good over
self-gain
(STA1)















A
responsible
leader in my
organisatio
n
is
concerned
about the
impact of
organisatio
n action on
society
(STA2)















A
responsible
leader in my
organisatio
n has a deep
sense
of
commitmen
t to multiple
stakeholder
s (STA3)
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A responsible
leader in my
organisation
will consider
the
consequences
that
their
potential
action
will
have
on
others (STA4)
A responsible
leader in my
organisation
balances the
interests of all
stakeholders
(STA5)





























289

Q10 Broad ethical awareness - Responsible decision-making
Strongly
Disagree
(1) (1)

Disagree
(2) (2)

Some
what
Disagree
(3) (3)

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
(4) (4)

Some
what
Agree
(5) (5)

Agree
(6) (6)

Strongly
Agree
(7) (7)

A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
is concerned
about the
sustainabilit
y of the
organisation
(RES1)















A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
is concerned
with
the
means and
not just the
ends (RES2)















A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
prioritises
long-term
good over
short-term
gains (RES3)















A
responsible
leader in my
organisation
encourages
positive
team spirit
and
cohesion
(RES4)
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Q11 Contextual factors - National culture
Strongly
Disagree
(1) (1)

Disagree
(2) (2)

Some
what
Disagree
(3) (3)

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
(4) (4)

Some
what
Agree
(5) (5)

Agree
(6) (6)

Strongly
Agree (7)
(7)

The cultural
values
in
Singapore
influences
responsible
leadership
(NAT1)















The
patriotism
in Singapore
influences
responsible
leadership
(NAT2)















The
religious
beliefs
in
Singapore
influences
responsible
leadership
(NAT3)















The racial
harmony in
Singapore
influences
responsible
leadership
(NAT4)
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The morality
in Singapore
influences
responsible
leadership
(NAT5)
The
freedom of
speech
in
Singapore
influences
responsible
leadership
(NAT6)
The history
in Singapore
influences
responsible
leadership
(NAT7)
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Q12 Contextual factors - Education
Strongly
Disagree
(1) (1)

Disagree
(2) (2)

Some
what
Disagree
(3) (3)

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
(4) (4)

Some
what
Agree
(5) (5)

Agree
(6) (6)

Strongly
Agree
(7) (7)

The
education
in
Singapore
influences
responsibl
e
leadership
(EDU1)















The moral
education
in
Singapore
influences
responsibl
e
leadership
(EDU2)















The
literacy in
Singapore
influences
responsibl
e
leadership
(EDU3)
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Q13 Contextual factors - Governance of the country
Strongly
Disagree
(1) (1)

Disagree
(2) (2)

Some
what
Disagree
(3) (3)

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
(4) (4)

Some
what
Agree
(5) (5)

Agree
(6) (6)

Strongly
Agree
(7) (7)

The
political
stability in
Singapore
influences
responsibl
e
leadership
(GOV1)















The rule of
law
in
Singapore
influences
responsibl
e
leadership
(GOV2)















The
absence of
corruption
in
Singapore
influences
responsibl
e
leadership
(GOV3)
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Q14 Contextual factors - Business environment
Strongly
Disagree
(1) (1)

Disagree
(2) (2)

Some
what
Disagree
(3) (3)

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
(4) (4)

Some
what
Agree
(5) (5)

Agree
(6) (6)

Strongly
Agree
(7) (7)

The industry
competition
in Singapore
influences
responsible
leadership
(BUS1)















The
stakeholder
(shareholder
s, employees,
customers,
suppliers, the
community,
society)
participation
in
an
organisation
influences
responsible
leadership
(BUS2)















The
government'
s
involvement
in
private
enterprises
in Singapore
influences
responsible
leadership
(BUS3)
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Q15 Contextual factors - Social environment
Strongly
Disagree
(1) (1)

Disagree
(2) (2)

Some
what
Disagree
(3) (3)

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
(4) (4)

Some
what
Agree
(5) (5)

Agree
(6) (6)

Strongly
Agree
(7) (7)

The wellbeing
in
Singapore
influences
responsibl
e
leadership
(SOC1)















The
happiness
in
Singapore
influences
responsibl
e
leadership
(SOC2)















The
standard
of living in
Singapore
influences
responsibl
e
leadership
(SOC3)
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To help us better understand the demographics of our sample, please tell us about
yourself.

Q16 What is your gender?
 Male (1)
 Female (2)
Q17 What is your age?







24 and below (6)
25 to 34 years (1)
35 to 44 years (2)
45 to 54 years (3)
55 to 64 years (4)
65 years and over (5)

Q18 In which industry are you currently employed?

















Civil Service (1)
Construction (2)
Manufacturing (3)
Wholesale trade (4)
Retail trade (5)
Transportation or warehousing (6)
Information Technology (7)
Finance or insurance (8)
Real estate (9)
Management of companies or enterprises (10)
Educational services (11)
Health care or social assistance (12)
Arts, entertainment or recreation (13)
Hospitality (14)
Food and beverage (15)
Others (16)
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Q19 What is the highest level of education you have completed?









'O' Levels or equivalent (1)
'A' Levels or equivalent (2)
Diploma (3)
Degree (4)
Masters Degree (5)
Doctoral Degree (6)
Professional Degree (JD, MD) (7)
Others (8)

Q20 Did you find any of the above questions confusing? If so, please let us have your
comments in the box below.
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